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FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
March 9, 2018

8.1 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DRAFT EIR

Written comment on the Draft MND received during the public review period are included in this
section. The comment letters are provided at the end of the section, following all of the
responses. When a comment is made by multiple parties, the response is provided the first fime
the comment is made, and all oater similar comments are referred back to that response.

The format of the responses to all the comments is based on a unique lefter and number code
for each comment. The letter and number immediately following the letter refer to an individual
agency, business, group, organization, or member of the general public comment letter. The
number af the end of the code refers to a specific comment within the individual letter.
Therefore, each comment has a unique code assignment. For example, comment L-1 is the first
comment in letter L1.

Comments were received on the proposed Draft MND and they were reviewed to determine
whether there is substantial disagreement about the potential significance of impacts. Any
issues raised concerning potentially significant impacts were reviewed, addressed, and clarified.

Written comments received from State Agencies: 1

Written comments received from Regional and Local Agencies: 8

Written comments received from Interest Groups: 15

Written comments received from the General Public: 105
Table 8-1 Comment Letters

Letter

Name Date Number

Jack Cheng 09/15/17 & 09/22/17 1

Amy Minteer 09/26/17 2

Cynthia Kellman 09/26/17 3

Jose Huizar 09/27/17 4

Richard Schmittdiel 09/27/17 5

Dianna Watson 09/28/17 6

Lisa Karahalios 09/28/17 7

Flor Mendez 09/29/17 8

Kim Turner 09/29/17 9
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Name Date Nt;er:rgzar
Sean Starkey 09/29/17 10
Harvey Slater 10/05/17 11
Greg Merideth 10/09/17 12
Shari Afshari 10/10/17 13
Frances F. Coburn 10/15/17 14
Joan Morris 10/15/17 15
MeHee Hyun 10/16/17 16
Susan Phillips 10/16/17 17
Communities United 10/17/17 18
David Choi 10/17/17 19
Marie Freeman 10/17/17 20
Marla Nelson 10/17/17 21
Nancy E. Robbins 10/17/17 22
Lijin Sun 10/17/17 23
Brian Bard 10/18/17 & 10/20/17 24
Celine Abrahams 10/18/17 25
Rick Marquis 10/18/17 26
Marla Nelson 10/18/17 27
Martins Aiyetiwa 10/18/17 28
Owen and Robin Lewis 10/18/17 29
Sue Flocco 10/18/17 30
Clarence A. Hall 10/19/17 31
Dennis Malone 10/19/17 32
Elizabeth Ferrari 10/19/17 33
Gary Sysock 10/19/17 34
Gerry Rankin 10/19/17 35
Helen Mallory 10/19/17 36
Linda Pillsbury 10/19/17 & 10/20/17 37
Liz Amsden 10/19/17 38
Marie Freeman 10/19/17 39
Michael Mallory 10/19/17 40
Miri and Andrew Hindes 10/19/17 4]
Monica Cheang 10/19/17 42
Peter Finestone 10/19/17 43
Russell Kataoka 10/19/17 44
Sharon Landin 10/19/17 45
Suzanne Smith 10/19/17 46
William Malone 10/19/17 47
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Letter

Date Number
Audrey Mandelbaum 10/20/17 48
Burt Culver 10/20/17 49
Dianna Jaynes 10/20/17 50
Erik Blank 10/20/17 51
Jennifer Hoffman 10/20/17 52
Joel Aldape 10/20/17 53
Joel Arquillos 10/20/17 54
John Crooke 10/20/17 55
John Dunlop 10/20/17 56
Justin King 10/20/17 57
Kenny Sylvain 10/20/17 58
Kevin Tseng 10/20/17 59
Lisa Karahalios 10/20/17 60
Marites Ruano 10/20/17 61
Marti Doughty 10/20/17 62
Mary Lynch 10/20/17 63
Michael Frey 10/20/17 64
Mindy O'Brien 10/20/17 65
Nik Hoffman 10/20/17 66
Pia Harris 10/20/17 67
Priscila Kasha 10/20/17 68
Rachel Arruejo 10/20/17 69
Ryan Reilly 10/20/17 70
Timothy Campbell 10/20/17 71
Tony Bautista 10/20/17 72
Trish & Frank DeFoe 10/20/17 73
Trish & Frank DeFoe 10/20/17 74
Veronica Diaz 10/20/17 75
Walt Kasha 10/20/17 76
Brian Medina 10/21/17 77
Dan Kruse 10/21/17 78
Daniel Brotman 10/21/17 79
Hury Babayan 10/21/17 80
Jane Demian 10/21/17 81
Patricia Hill 10/21/17 82
Angela Vukos 10/22/17 83
Art and Socorro Vilches 10/22/17 84
Lynn Woods 10/22/17 85
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Name Date Nt;er:rgzar
Madeleine Avirov 10/22/17 86
Maureen Perkins 10/22/17 87
Mitchell Rubinstein 10/22/17 88
Renee Holt 10/22/17 89
Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes 10/23/17 90
Jennifer Hoffman 10/23/17 21
Mark Whitney 10/23/17 92
Matthew Paine 10/23/17 93
Randall Wise 10/23/17 94
Brooke Owen 10/29/17 95
Burt Culver 10/31/17 96
Amy Koss 11/02/17 97
Herant Khanjian 11/02/17 98
James Flournoy 11/02/17 99
James Flournoy 11/02/17 99
Marguerita Drew 11/02/17 100
Melodie Khanjian 11/02/17 101
Burt Culver 11/03/17 102
Michelle Gunn 11/03/17 103
Burt Culver 11/05/17 104
James Flournoy 11/06/17 105
Randall Wise 11/06/17 106
Amy Minteer 11/07/17 107
James Flournoy 11/08/17 108
Jose Huizar 11/08/17 109
Mike Smithson 11/08/17 110
Arin Rao 11/09/17 111
Ashfag Chowdhury 11/09/17 112
Audry Zarokian 11/09/17 113
Barrett Cooke 11/09/17 114
Carrie Hansen 11/09/17 115
County of LADPW 11/09/17 116
Emily Simon 11/09/17 117
ERNC 11/09/17 118
Frankie Norstad 11/09/17 119
Greg Merideth 11/09/17 120
Hans Johnson 11/09/17 121
Hans Johnson 11/09/17 122
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Letter

Name Date Number
Jane Potelle 11/09/17 123
John Nugent 11/09/17 124
Linda Johnstone Allen 11/09/17 125
Meldia Yesayan 11/09/17 126
Seth Cutler 11/09/17 127
Teri Stein 11/09/17 128
Bethsaida Emilia Castillo 11/09/17 129

A number of comments received on the Draft MND tended to focus on several main issues and
topics associated with the Project and CEQA-related process and analysis. Although a lead
agency is only required to “consider” but is not required to prepare responses to such comments
(Pub Res C section 21091(d); 14 Cal Code Regs section 15074(b), the lead agency has
nonetheless prepared responses to amplify and clarify information contained in the Draft MND.
Individual responses and Topical Responses were prepared to as an efficient means to respond
to comments. The main issues warranting Topical Responses and include the following:

Table 8-2 Topical Responses

Topics Topical
Response No.
Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to Landfill Expansion 1
Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to Grayson Repowering Project
CEQA — MND vs. EIR

Cumulative

Aesthetics

Air Quality / Greenhouse Gases

Geology and Sails

Hazards and Hozardous Materials

Noise and Traffic and Transportation

Public Noticing and Project Location

O (O (N[ov[Oh | ™MW N

o

8.1.1.1 Topical Response 1: Project Description Biogas Relationship to Landfill Expansion
Summary of Comments

Comments were received stating opposition to the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion,
as well as concerns that the Project would result in extending the operational life of the landfill.
Comments were received expressing concern about trucks carrying refuse to the Scholl Canyon
Landfill dumping their loads along the landfill access road rather than at the landfill itself to
avoid payment of waste tipping fees causing an inconvenience to nearby residents.
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Commenters additionally expressed concern that an increase in trucks carrying refuse to the
Scholl Canyon Landfill would result in an increase in traffic on area roadways and an increase in
public safety risk.

Response

In March 2014, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion was circulated for public review. The City has no immediate plans to proceed with
any expansion of the landfill, and possibly may not proceed with such an expansion for some
time, if ever.

The Project would be located on a site within the Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is
already collected and processed. The amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl
Canyon Landfill is limited by the volumes approved by existing County of Los Angeles Public
Health permit limits. These limits are fixed and cannot be increased without a permit
modification and specific project CEQA review; which is not a part of this Project or this MND.
Regardless of landfill operation, expansion, or even closure, landfill gas would continue to be
generated for many years, well after landfill closure as waste materials confinue to decompose.

The Project was designed, and equipment selected to ufilize the existing volume of landfill gas
currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any additional volume of
landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical generation equipment proposed is
approximately 20 years. Based on the existing landfill gas production and the amount of refuse
being placed within the landfill during the existing permitted life of the landfill, the quantity of
landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to supply the Project for its 20-
year life span. SCAQMD and federal regulations mandate that landfill gas be combusted.
Combusting the landfill gas in the proposed engines provides environmental benefits over the
use of the existing flares because the proposed internal combustion engines emit lower emissions
than flares. The Project will also generate renewable portfolio standard eligible electrical power
which provides economic benefits over the 20-year Project life span regardless of whether a
landfill expansion is approved.

The Project has no relation to, or effect on, existing truck traffic stemming from landfill operations.
The Project will generate nominal traffic of six trips per day during Project operations. During
construction there will be up to 23 trips per day, including construction workers. The Project will
be implemented over four to five months for demolition, nine to ten months for site grading and
construction, and two to three months for system start up. Please refer to the MND Section 2.5
for the Project schedule.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is a Separate Proposal and has Independent Utility

The Project has independent utility and is not dependent on and does not compel the
expansion of, or continued operation of, the existing landfill. The Scholl Canyon Landfill
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Expansion Project is not a part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Continued
operation of the landfill and any potential expansion of the landfill in no way compel
development of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. In the same way, the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project does not compel or presume completion of the Scholl Canyon
Landfill Expansion Project. Neither the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project nor the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the other. Glendale
already has a SCAQMD permitted biogas capture and flaring system at Scholl Canyon that is
capable of combusting any and all biogas generated by the landfill.

Under Glendale’s existing SCAQMD permit, the landfill gas at Scholl Canyon must be
combusted, and that combustion requirement (SCAQMD or otherwise) does not mandate the
landfill gas be used to generate electricity, although there are environmental and economic
benefits to using the landfill gas for such generation rather than flaring it.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project
serve different purposes. The purpose of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is to:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring LFG as fuel for power generating
equipment;

e Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California mandated
Renewable Energy Portfolio;

e Use the existing tfransmission system to deliver generated electricity info the electrical grid
without a need for transmission facility upgrades;

e Build an on-site power plant utilizing LFG as fuel; and

e Abandon the existing pipeline between the landfill and Grayson Power Plant, which
would in turn allow the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to make
priority reserve offsets available and offsets would not have to be purchased on the
open market. (Please refer to MND Section 1.1)

The purpose of the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project is fo continue to:

e Provide a waste disposal option that has been proven to be environmentally sound and
cost—effective at the currently permitted rate.

¢ Confinue waste diversion programs that are critically important for land fill users to
achieve state-mandated diversion requirements.

¢ Allow the City fo maximize the use of a local resource for waste disposal, thus minimizing
hauling distances and the related environmental impacts.

e Allow for further development of disposal and [waste] diversion options, such as
alternative technologies for landfill users. (Draft EIR Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion
Project Section 4.2)
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The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project
have different purposes and objectives; they would be implemented independently from each
other and do not depend on each other. Under CEQA, a proposal that is related to a project,
but has its own “independent utility” and is not necessary for the project to proceed, need not
be included as part of the project description, and may be reviewed in its own CEQA
document, as a separate project. Planning & Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water
Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237. Accordingly, two projects may undergo separate
environmental review when the projects serve different purposes or can be implemented
independently. Banning Ranch v. City of Newport Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223)
(citing Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99;
Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 699; Plan for Arcadia v. City
Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d, 712, 724).

In addition, CEQA review must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future
expansion or other action if: “(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 396. Absent these two circumstances, the future
action need not be considered in the MND for the Project.

As clarified in this Topical Response No. 1, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and implementation of the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project will not change the scope or nature of the Scholl Canyon
Landfill Project, or change any environmental effects of the landfill.

8.1.1.2 Topical Response 2: Biogas Renewable Generation Project Relationship to
Grayson Repowering Project

Summary of Comments

Comments were received that the Project and the Grayson Repowering Project—must be
analyzed as one project. Commenters claimed that both projects, if considered to be one
project, would be subject to the jurisdiction of the California Energy Commission (“CEC™).
Comments were received that neither the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR nor the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project MND are properly accounting for greenhouse gas (“GHG”)
emissions increases of landfill gas combustion, nor the potential for even greater emissions if the
biogas project at the landfill is not built or if it fails to perform.

Summary of Responses

The proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a part of, or the same as, or a direct
or reasonably foreseeable consequence of, the Grayson Repowering Project. The Scholl
Canyon Landfill has an existing South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) issued
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permit to burn the biogas emitted by the landfill regardless of whether it is burned at Grayson,
flared on site, or captured and converted to energy on-site by other means. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project, for the reasons explained in this Topical Response, and in
Topical Response No. 1 herein above, is an entirely separate project with independent utility. This
means that regardless of whether the Grayson Repowering Project moves forward or not, the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project is independently viable and can be developed.

The proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project is designed to combust landfill gas and
efficiently convert that gas into electrical energy which is fed into existing transmission lines at
Scholl Canyon that connect with Glendale’s existing electrical grid. Biogas from Scholl Canyon
Landfill, which is a natural consequence of the decomposition of landfill materials, is required by
the SCAQMD permit to either be flared or captured and converted to energy. Capturing and
converting Scholl Canyon Landfill biogas is not a requirement of, or prerequisite to, the Grayson
Repowering Project. The existing Grayson Plant and the proposed Grayson Repowering Project
are not dependent on biogas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Similarly, the proposed Biogas
Renewable Generation Project is not in any way dependent on the approval orimplementation
of the Grayson Repowering Project.

Response
Current and Proposed Use of Landfill Gas

Currently, the landfill gas collection system at Scholl Canyon Landfill conveys the collected gas
to a cenftral location within the landfill property where the gas is compressed, liquids are
removed, and the raw landfill gas is piped approximately 5.5 miles to the Grayson Power Plant
via an underground dedicated pipeline. At Grayson, the landfill gas is mixed with natural gas
and is combusted in boilers to make steam for electricity generation. Currently, at Grayson,
landfill gas can be combusted only in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5. Unit 3 is presently out of
service and Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life. However, these units are not
needed to burn Scholl Canyon Landfill gas because the Grayson Repowering Project does not
need landfill gas and because the landfill gas can be combusted at Scholl Canyon using the
existing permitted flaring system.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon will convert landfill gas to electricity
and feed that electricity info existing fransmission lines located at Scholl Canyon. No new
fransmission lines are required to be constructed as part of the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. While landfill gas is permitted to be flared under existing air permits, it is a cleaner and
more beneficial option to use landfill gas as fuel for renewable portfolio standard eligible power
generation.
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According to the U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. Energy Information Administration, the five
commonly used renewable energy sources include landfill gas and biogas, and municipal solid
waste.é Landfills for municipal solid waste are a source of this energy from anaerobic bacterio—
bacteria that can live without the presence of free oxygen—Iliving in landfills that decompose
organic waste to produce biogas. Landfills typically control the naturally occurring methane gas
emissions by burning or flaring methane gas, or using it as an energy source. According to the
U.S. Department of Energy, many landfills collect biogas, treat it, and then sell the methane, and
some landfills use the methane gas to generate electricity.” This is important fo consider because
burning biogas, either in flares or in power generation equipment, is better environmentally
because un-combusted methane is a potent greenhouse gas. Consequently, converting biogas
to energy is not only better for the environment; it is a renewable energy source that helps the
City meet the California Renewable Portfolio Standard mandate.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would be located within the Scholl Canyon Landfill
site where landfill gas is already being collected and processed. As part of the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project, the 5.5-mile pipeline connecting the landfill to the Grayson
Power Plant would be decommissioned, purged, capped, and abandoned in place.8

Under CEQA, a proposal that is related to a project, but has its own “independent utility” and is
not necessary for the project to proceed need not be included as part of the project
description, and may be reviewed in its own CEQA document, as a separate project. Planning &
Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237.
Accordingly, two projects may undergo separate environmental review when the projects serve
different purposes or can be implemented independently. Banning Ranch v. City of Newport
Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223) (citing Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99; Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128
Cal.App.4th 690, 699; Plan for Arcadia v. City Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d, 712, 724).

In addition, CEQA review must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future
expansion or other action if: “(1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial
project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely change the
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass’'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 396. Absent these two circumstances, the future
action need not be considered in the MND for the Project.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is a Separate Project from the Grayson Repowering
Project.

The Grayson Repowering Project has independent utility from and is a separate project from the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not a

¢ https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/¢page=renewable_home
7 https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/2page=biomass_biogas
8 See Response to Comment No. L23
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reasonably foreseeable consequence of, in no way compels or presumes completion of the
Grayson Repowering Project, and is not dependent on the Grayson Repowering Project. In the
same way, the Grayson Repowering Project is not dependent upon completion of the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of, in no way
compels or presumes completion of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and is not
dependent on the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.

The Grayson Repowering Project objectives are to:

¢ Infegrate with local and remote distributed renewable energy resources to provide
sufficient capacity and energy to ensure reliable service at all times for the City and to
support the City's compliance with California’s Renewable Portfolio Standards.

e Utilize current and reliable technology and control systems to provide reliable, cost
effective, and flexible generation capacity for the City to serve its customer load.

e Provide a local generation resource sufficient fo meet resource adequacy requirements,
and the City's obligations within the Balancing Area 7 (BA) to balance load and resource
at the interconnection with the BA, in accordance with industry standards including
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC) requirements; thus, providing local reliability and
conftributing to grid stability within the Los Angeles Basin.

e Provide sufficient locally controlled generation to minimize the City's reliance on
importing power from remote generation locations through a congested tfransmission
grid system subject to planned and unplanned outages and de-rates, making the
delivery of energy to serve load less reliable than local generation.

o Replace the aged, unreliable, less efficient, high maintenance steam boilers with new,
efficient, and less environmentally impactful generation technologies that meet South
Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Rule 1304(a)(2).

o Locate the proposed Project at existing City property already permitted and used for
generation to minimize the need for major infrastructure improvements such as fuel
supply, water, wastewater, recycled water and transmission facilities, or the need to
purchase additional property.

e Provide generation that is highly efficient to maintain reasonable cost of generation to
minimize the impact on customer electric rates and help manage costs of delivering
energy to the City’s customers.

e Support water conservation efforts by eliminating the use of potable water for
generation purposes.
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e Reduce the per megawatt-hour (MWH) creation of emissions and consumption of water.
(See Final EIR, Grayson Repowering Project, Section 2.4

In confrast, the purpose of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is to:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring LFG as fuel for power generating equipment
[on site];

e Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California mandated
Renewable Energy Portfolio;

e Use the existing tfransmission system to deliver generated electricity into the electrical grid
without a need for transmission facility upgrades;

e Build an on-site power plant utilizing LFG as fuel; and

¢ Abandon the existing pipeline between the landfill and Grayson Power Plant, which
would in tfurn allow the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to make
priority reserve offsets available and offsets would not have to be purchased on the
open market. (please refer to MND Section 1.1)

The Grayson Repowering Project will not burn landfill gas. The Grayson Repowering Project is not
dependent on construction of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Under Glendale’s
existing SCAQMD permit, the landfill gas at Scholl Canyon must be flared at Scholl Canyon if is
no longer capable of being combusted at Grayson. Further, there is no requirement (SCAQMD
or otherwise) that mandates landfill gas be used to generate electricity, although there are
environmental and economic benefits to using the landfill gas for such generation rather than
flaring it.

In sum, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and Grayson Repowering Projects would be
implemented independently and would in no way depend on each other. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project could be developed with or without the repowering of Grayson,
and it could be implemented or abandoned whether or not the Grayson Repowering Project is
approved and implemented.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and Grayson Repowering Project are Separate
Proposals under California Energy Commission Practice

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Repowering Project are considered
distinct facilities under the common practice of the California Energy Commission (“CEC"). As
reflected in staff analyses and in Decisions adopted by the CEC, the CEC uses a “two-mile”
analysis to assess whether facilities should be freated as one facility, or distinct facilities, for
purposes of determining CEC jurisdiction. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the
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Grayson Repowering Project are located approximately 5.5 miles from one another and are
therefore not the same “facility” according to CEC practices.

8.1.1.3 Topical Response 3: CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration vs. Environmental
Impact Report

Summary of Comments

Several commenters believe that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project should be part of
the Grayson EIR or that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project should have its own EIR.

Response

Per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§15000 et
seq.) and California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq., an inifial study was prepared for the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project based on available information and analysis necessary to
fully evaluate potential impacts; analysis of environmental impacts is not constrained by
jurisdictional boundaries. All phases of project planning, implementation, and operation were
considered in the initial study of the project and all categories of environmental factors that
could be potentially affected by the Project were analyzed.

The test for determining whether an EIR or a negative declaration must be prepared is whether a
fair argument can be made based on substantial evidence that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment. Quail Botanical Garden Found., Inc. v City of Encinitas
(1994) 29 CA4th 1597. “Fair Argument” is a term used as a legal standard for reviewing the
appropriateness of a Negative Declaration versus an EIR. Courts have held that a Negative
Declaration is inappropriate if it can be "“fairly argued” that the project may cause significant
environmental impacts. The “fair argument” standard creates a low threshold for requiring
preparation of an EIR. The “fair argument” comes into play "[i]f there is disagreement among
expert opinion supported by facts, [then]... the Lead Agency shall freat the effect as significant
and shall prepare an EIR” (citing 14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15064(b), (g)). “An EIR is required
whenever "substantial evidence in the record supports a “fair argument” significant impacts or
effects may occur.”” (Quoting City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2006) 135
Cal.App.4th 1392, 1421.) A MND is permitted "“if ‘the initial study identified potential significant
effects on the environment but revisions in the project plans “would avoid or mitigate the effects
to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur” and there is no
substantial evidence that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the
environment..."""” (Quoting Architectural Heritage Assn. v County of Monterey (2004) 122
Cal.App.4th 1095, 1101.)

The City, as Lead Agency, applies the fair argument standard as a substantive standard in
deciding whether an EIR or a negative declaration is required. The initial study determines if the
project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the initial study shows that there is
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no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental effect, a
Negative Declaration can be prepared. If the project would cause significant environmental
effects, but mitigation measures are available to reduce impacts to a less than significant level,
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) can be prepared. If the initial study shows there is
substantial evidence in the record that supports a fair argument that significant effects may
occur and that the project would cause significant environmental effects that cannot be
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation, an environmental impact report (EIR)
must be prepared. The existence of controversy over the effects of a project does not require
preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence in the record that the project may have
a significant environmental effect. (PRC §21082.2)

The initial study prepared for the Project determined, based on substantial evidence that no
significant impacts would occur from Project construction, operation, or maintenance. Each
public agency, including the City, is responsible for complying with CEQA and should not rely on
comments from other public agencies or private citizens as a substitute for the agency’s own
work. CEQA Guidelines §15020. Public agencies, may delegate responsibility for CEQA
compliance to its staff to prepare CEQA documentation including conducting an initial study
and deciding whether to prepare a draft EIR or negative declaration as deemed appropriate
by staff. (CEQA Guidelines §15025)

Comments on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration received during the Public
Comment Period were reviewed to determine whether the comments identified any potentially
significant environmental impact from the Project. The preparers evaluated all comments to
determine whether any comments identified any significant environmental effects; whether the
comments explained why the commenter believes that the effect would occur; and whether
the comments explained why the effect would be significant (14 Cal Code Regs §15204(b)).
The preparers reviewed all comments to determine whether any comments stated the basis for
their comments and whether any commenters submitted supporting data or references offering
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts to support
their contentions. (14 Cal Code Regs §15204(c)).

Any issues raised concerning potentially significant impacts were reviewed, and responses to all
comments prepared. In addition to the individualized responses to comments, these Topical
Responses were prepared to amplify and clarify information about the project for which many
similar comments were submitted or inquiries made during the public comment period on the
MND. As set forth in the Topical Responses and in the Responses to Individual Comments, while
many comments expressed disagreement with the MND, none of the comments received
presented substantial evidence of, or raised a new environmental issue about, the Project that
could be "fairly argued” could result in potentially significant environmental impacts, requiring
preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(g)). Since the Project will not result in any
significant effects which cannot be mitigated to below a level of less than significance, an EIR is
not required for this Project. Further, analysis of alternative developments is only mandatory as
part of the EIR process; a MND does not require an alternatives analysis. Moreover, CEQA does
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not mandate that the Lead Agency accept all suggested mitigation measures or conduct every
study suggested by public commenters. A local & Reg’l Monitor (ALARM) v City of Los Angeles
(1993) 12 CA4th 1773, see also Friends of the Kings River v County of Fresno (2014) 232 CA4th 105.

8.1.1.4 Topical Response 4: Cumulative
Summary of Comments

Comments were received that the Draft MND did not analyze potential cumulative impacts of
the Project, particularly those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project, Green Waste
Anaerobic Digestion Project, and the Grayson Repowering Project.

Response

Lead Agencies are required to determine whether the project’s incremental effect combined
with the effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable” 14 Cal Code Regs §15130(a).
This determination is based on an assessment of the project’s incremental effects viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effect of other current project, and the effects
of probable future projects. 14 Cal Code Regs §15065(a)(3).

The City considered incremental effects of the Project in connection with effects from past,
current, and probable future projects that may result in similar impacts. The projects considered
in the cumulative impact analysis were the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, Green
Waste Anaerobic Digestion Project?, and the Grayson Repowering Project. The cumulative
impact analysis for the Project includes consideration of these projects is included in Section
3.19(b) of the Draft MND.

The City received a letter from SCAQMD concerning cumulative air quality analysis for the
Project. Response to SCAQMD's Comment letter is at Topical Response No. 6.

8.1.1.5 Topical Response 5: Aesthetics
Summary of Comments

Comments were received expressing general concern that the Project will have negative
aesthetic impacts (including lighting) on areas surrounding the Project as well as areas outside of
the City of Glendale. Commenters asserted that the Draft MND did not account for the Rim of
the Valley Corridor Preservation Act; commenters state that the Project inaccurately
characterized impacts “low visual sensitivity” within the residential setting of Glenoaks Canyon;
commenters also state that selected sightlines that minimized the visual pollution that will result

? The feasibility and possible location of the future proposed anaerobic digester facility within the
Scholl Canyon Landfill site is not yet known and therefore the impacts of this future project
cannot be determined with certainty. See National Parks & Conserv. Ass’'n v County of Riverside
(1996) 42 CA4th 1505; Christward Ministry v County of San Diego (1993) 13 CA4th 31.
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from the Project. Commenters also asserted that the aesthetic impacts of the Project and other
projects—a proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and an anaerobic digestion
project—must be analyzed together.

Response

Section 3.1 of the Draft MND analyzes the Project impacts to Aesthetics. CEQA (Pub. Resources
Code, §21000 et seq.) requires that only public views be considered in the visual impact analysis.
This analysis determined that the Project would have less than significant to no impact on
aesthetics/visual resources. The aesthetics impact analysis determined the following:

¢ There are no designated scenic vistas near the Proposed Project site or within other parts
of the existing Scholl Canyon Landfill, nor are there any designated scenic vistas from
which the Project would be visible.

e There are no state-designated scenic highways in the City of Glendale (California Scenic
Highway Mapping System, 2017). Therefore, the Project would not damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway.

e The Project is proposed to be located within the existing boundaries of a non-fill portion
of the existing Scholl Canyon Landfill. The tallest Project features will be approximately 40
feet above ground, consisting of four, approximately 18-inch outside diameter engine
exhaust stacks and a flare. Project equipment will be approximately 25 feet in height. The
office and warehouse space will be approximately 12 feet in height. The Project consists
of improvements that would be consistent with the industrial character of the existing LFG
collection system facility and the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The existing LFG collection
system facility has numerous structures, trailers, and equipment distributed throughout the
Project site. The Project is proposed to be designed to blend in with the surroundings
which will minimize views of the Project facilities.

e The Project consists of the demolition and upgrade to an existing industrial land use that
does not have any scenic views or scenic vistas or other important scenic resources that
could be potentially significantly impacted. The existing LFG collection facility is presently
a limited source of nighttime light and glare. Area lighting would be shielded and have
light switch and motion sensors would be provided for safety at the Project facility.
Lighting would be pointed downward and inward to minimize offsite impacts. All
construction activities would be performed during daylight hours and would noft result in
an increase in offsite light or glare. The incremental amount of light and glare generated
by the Project would be minimal due to the design measures incorporated into the
Project, and because the Project site is located in a portion of the existing landfill with
limited visibility from public viewing locations.
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The Project is a use permitted by the City of Glendale General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The
Glendale Municipal Code establishes ridgeline protection policy that expressly allows for the
maintenance, upgrading or improvement of existing public or quasi-public utilities which
fraverse identified primary ridges. (GMC section 16.08.010.G). The Scholl Canyon Landfill,
including the existing LFG collection facility site which the Project will replace, is located in an
area of the primary and secondary ridgelines that contains existing permitted public and quasi-
public utility features. The Project’s proposed power production equipment and appurtenant
facilities are utility structures similar to the existing landfill gas collection system the Project will
replace and similar to other operational features within the Scholl Canyon Landfill site. Portions of
the Project that may be visible from offsite viewing locations, within and outside of the City of
Glendale, are similar fo and would be consistent with the existing views of the landfill. The MND
examined all the aesthetic impact thresholds for the Project and determined that the Project will
not create any new significant impacts on aesthetic resources.

Section 3.1 of the Draft MND also presents the classification of open space areas as described in
the City of Glendale Open Space and Conservation Plan. Scholl Canyon is characterized as an
area of “low visual sensitivity”. This designation is based on the City of Glendale Open Space
and Conservation Plan.

Rim of the Valley Preservation Act

Although the hills surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill have been included in the Rim of the
Valley Preservation Act, based on review of the Rim of the Valley maps, Scholl Canyon Landfill is
excluded from the proposed Rim of the Valley Unit and would, not be included as part of the
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. Therefore, the statement in Section 3.1.2 of
the Draft MND stating that “there are no designated scenic vistas near the Proposed Project site
or within other parts of the existing SCLF, nor are there any designated scenic vistas from which
the proposed Project would be visible" is accurate because the expansion of the Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area is not approved, and the Scholl Canyon Landfill is excluded
from the Rim of the Valley Unit. Additionally, a Fact Sheet published by Representative Adam
Schiff, states that in the event the expansion of Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area is approved it would respect “private property rights and existing local land use authorities.
It will not require a land owner to participate in any conservation or recreation activities, and it
will not put any additional restrictions on property owners. The bill does not allow for land
acquisition through eminent domain.” Therefore, by intentionally excluding the Scholl Canyon
Landfill from the proposed Rim of the Valley Unit and since there is no intent to restrict property
rights, it can be concluded that permitted activities within the Scholl Canyon Landfill would not
be subject to the restrictions envisioned under the proposed Rim of the Valley Preservation Act.
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8.1.1.6 Topical Response é: Air Quality / Greenhouse Gases
Summary of Comments
Comments received expressed concern in regard to:

e What appears to be the use of emission offset credits to justify the project, while ignoring
local air quality (“... trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on
paper only.”).

e The air quality study conducted for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project did not
include existing emissions at the Scholl Landfill.

e Cumulative impacts of the Grayson Repowering Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project were not addressed.

e Air quality impacts from temporarily flaring landfill gas.
e Healthrisks for local populations, including local commercial and residential receptors.
e The need to burn landfill gas.

o The inclusion of GHG emissions resulting from landfill gas combustion at Grayson in the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project baseline conditions.

Response
SCAQMD Regulatory Program for New Sources

Emission offsets are only one of the three mandates by SCAQMD and US EPA that apply to the
construction of an emission source, such as the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Those
mandates require that best available control technology (BACT) be used to reduce emissions to
the lowest achievable emission rate (LAER), that no net emission increase in the South Coast Air
Basin (managed through the use of emission offsets) occur, and that air quality analysis using
approved models demonstrate that a new source would noft result in significant local air quality
impacts. These mandates are collectively referred to as New Source Review or NSR. Compliance
with each of the three NSR mandates must be made independently and in no case is
compliance with one mandate (such as the requirement to offset emission increases) a
substitution for compliance with the other mandates, such as the prohibition against causing a
violation of, or significantly worsening a violation of, ambient air quality standards. Failure to
comply with any of the three mandates will disqualify the Project from SCAQMD construction
and operating permits. The following sections of this Topical Response summarize the three NSR
mandates as applied to the Project.
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BACT / LAER

NSR requires that new emissions sources that are part of the Project incorporate current BACT
and meet LAER. This is accomplished by utilizing highly efficient biogas internal combustion
engines combined with effective post-combustion emission control technology. The technology
selected for the Project is highly effective at reducing emissions.

No Net Emission Increase

The NSR requires that, on a regional basis, no increase in nonattainment pollutants or their
precursors would result from the Project. This provision applies to emissions of NOx, VOC, PM10 /
PM2.5 and SOx. CO emissions do not require offsets because the South Coast Air Basin is in
attainment with both state and federal ambient CO standards. Even with the application of
BACT, however, any proposed project could result in an increase in these emissions. The Federal
Clean Air Act and SCAQMD permitting policy recognize that a blanket prohibition of new
emission sources in any community would be harmful to the wellbeing of the community. To
provide a vehicle for managing no net increase in regional emissions with the need to build new
sources tfo address community need, both US EPA and SCAQMD allow for the use of emission
offset credits. The offset credit program allows SCAQMD or permit holders to generate an
instrument reflecting a real, permanent and quantifiable emission reduction. The instrument can
then be used to offset an emission increase at an existing or new facility.

Emission offsets for the proposed Project include verified and quantifiable emission reduction
credits that are held in the SCAQMD Priority Reserve, which is established to provide offset
credits for specific priority sources that must be operated to ensure public safety and wellbeing.
Landfill gas naturally generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill is required to be handled through
a gas collection and combustion system without which the operation would be in violation of
federal and SCAQMD regulations and would contribute to emissions of GHGs, VOCs and toxic
pollutants. Because the city must combust landfill gas to comply with regulations and ensure
public safety, and because of the City's role as a public agency, the Project is eligible to receive
SCAQMD Pricrity Reserve credits. The requirement to offset increases in nonattainment pollutants
or their precursors ensures that there would be no net increase of these air pollutants in the South
Coast Air Basin from the Project, nor would it conflict with the implementation of SCAQMD's air
quality management plan.

Ambient Air Quality Demonstration

The third component of NSR is a required demonstration that a new emission source will not
cause a violation of, or significantly add to an existing violation of, state or federal ambient air
quality standards. Although the Project meets BACT / LAER to reduce potential emissions and is
fully offset to ensure no net increase in nonattainment pollutants, Glendale Water and Power
(GWP) must independently demonstrate that the Project will not cause or significantly add to a
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violation of state and federal ambient air quality standards for NO2, CO, PM10, PM2.5 and SOx
(there are no ambient VOC standards).

The Draft MND contains results of the air quality impact analysis that was prepared for the
Project and which demonstrates compliance with NSR requirements. The analysis was
conducted using tools that are mandated by US EPA and in accordance with policies and
protocol established by SCAQMD. Prior to initiating the analysis, the City submitted an analysis
protocol to SCAQMD for comments and approval; and SCAQMD approved the City's analysis
protocol for this Project. During the analysis process, the City continued to confer with SCAQMD.
SCAQMD has subsequently approved the analysis and its results.

New Source Review (NSR) Summary

SCAQMD requires that three independent NSR demonstrations be made. They include
demonstrations that the Project: 1) will use BACT and meet LAER to minimize emissions to the
greatest degree possible, 2) does not result in an increase in regional emissions through the use
of emission offsets, and 3) does not result in a violation or significant increase to an existing
violation of an ambient air quality standard. These demonstrations support not only the CEQA
analysis contained in the Project Draft MND but must also be met for SCAQMD to issue
construction and operating permits for the Project. The Draft MND demonstrates that all three
demonstrations have been successfully made for the Project.

Air Quality Impact from the Existing Emissions at the Landfill and Other Proposed Projects (Landfill
Expansion Project and Anaerobic Digester Project)

Existing Emissions at the Landfill

The current landfill activities that may generate emissions include off road equipment, vehicles,
and statfionary sources, which include the existing flares, portable engines, storage and
dispensing system, and consumer products, such as paints, sealants, and cleaners. These existing
emissions are part of the background concentration of criteria pollutants in the ambient air
quality analysis of the Draft MND. The background concentrations were added to the criteria air
pollutants concentration of the proposed Project in order to analyze the impact to the localized
ambient air quality. As shown in the Draft MND, the total criteria pollutant concentrations are
below the state and national ambient air quality standards.

Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion

There are two variations of expansions evaluated in the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Draft
EIR. Variation 1 only includes vertical expansion; Variation 2 includes both vertical and horizontal
expansion. According to Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Draft EIR, Variation 1 and 2 would
result in a NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emission increase that exceeds the significance mass daily
thresholds. The following table shows the daily emission increase of criteria air pollutants from the
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project.
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Project NOx, Co, VOC, PM10, | PM2.5, SOx,
lbs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day
Expansion Project — Variation 332.0 119 27.6 459.2 56.0 0.6
1
Expansion Project — Variation 332.3 119.6 27.6 459.3 56.0 0.6

2

For the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, air dispersion modeling was performed using the
worst-case scenario emission rates for each criteria air pollutant based on average fime of each
pollutant standards (1-hour average, 8-hour average, 24-hour average, and annual average).
The maximum daily emissions of criteria air pollutants used for the model were estimated as
follow:

Project NOx, Co, VOC, PM10, | PM2.5, SOx,

Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day | Ibs/day
Biogas Renewable 420 1,132 126 58 58 80
Generation Project

Emissions from the Project are primarily emitted from point sources (the engine exhaust stacks
and flares), while emissions from the landfill occur over a much larger area and from vehicles
operating on public roadways to access the landfill. While the Draft EIR for the Landfill Expansion
Project indicated “possible significant impacts” for NO2, PM10 and PM2.5, that determination
was based solely upon comparison of potential emissions to SCAQMD regional significance
thresholds and localized significance thresholds. No refined air quality impact analysis was
conducted for the Landfill Expansion Project, even though such an analysis often provides
additional data that may support a less than significant determination. The Draft EIR for the
Landfill Expansion Project further relied on the application of SCAQMD localized significance
impact lookup tables that are not designed for projects as large as the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
This approach is conservative for determining localized air quality impacts as the Draft EIR for the
Landfill Expansion Project assumed that the total increase in emissions shown above would
occur within a five-acre area located within proximity to a sensitive receptor. In fact, the total
emissions increase from the Landfill Expansion Project would be spread across the larger landfill
site as well as roadways used for landfill access that would lead to greater dispersion not
quantitively analyzed in the Draft EIR for the Landfill Expansion Project.

NOx Cumulative Impact

Under CEQA Guideline Section 15064 (h), the test for determining whether a project results in a
significant cumulative impact is whether a project makes a cumulatively considerable
conftribution to a significant cumulative impact. Under the CEQA Guideline, if the project makes
no contribution to the impact in question, such conftribution is not cumulatively considerable,
and the project does not result in a significant cumulative impact. The Biogas Renewable
Generation Project is required by existing law to offset any new NOx emissions from stationary
sources, such that the Project will not result in any overall increase in NOx emissions. Therefore, on
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a regional basis the Project does not conftribute to any cumulative impact related to NOx
emissions.

On a localized basis, the Project has much higher NOx emissions than the Landfill Expansion
Project. As shown above, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project would have a maximum of
420 pounds/day NOx emissions. Variations 1 and 2 of the Landfill Expansion Project would result
in an approximately 332 pounds/day increase in NOx emissions. However, approximately 218
pounds/day, or 66% of this increase in NOx emissions would occur from motor vehicles operating
on public roadways to access the landfill. The remaining 34% increase in NOx emissions
associated with the Landfill Expansion Project would be spread across the larger landfill site and
have greater dispersion than NOx emissions associated with the point source location of the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project (Scholl Canyon EIR / Appendix F, 2014).

The air quality impact analysis results for the Project presented in Table 3.3-17 of the draft NND,
however, indicate that the point source emissions from the Project do not contribute significantly
to ambient concentrations or lead to an exceedance of air quality standards. The low off-site
ambient concentrations from the Project in consideration of Landfill Expansion Project emissions
occurring over a much larger area across the landfill and access roads indicate that on a
localized level, it would not have a cumulatively considerable conftribution to a significant NO2
impact.

PM10 Cumulative Impact

Like NOx, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is required by existing law to offset any new
PM10 emissions, such that the biogas project will not result in any overall increase in PM10
emissions. Therefore, on a regional level, the project does not contribute to any cumulative
impact related to PM10 emissions.

On a localized basis, as shown in the above tables PM10 emissions from the Project are less than
13 % of PM10 emissions from the Landfill Expansion Project. The incremental contribution of PM10
emissions from the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as a point source location compared
to those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur over a much larger
area and access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant PM10 impact.

PM2.5 Cumulative Impact

As shown in the above tables, the peak daily emissions of PM2.5 from both projects are fairly
close (The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has 4 percent higher daily emissions of PM2.5
relative to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project). The result of the air dispersion model for
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project of PM2.5 is around 42 percent of the allowable
increase of 2.5 ug/m3 (Draft MND, Table 3.3-17). The incremental conftribution of PM2.5 emissions
from the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as a point source location compared to those
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associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur over a much larger area and
access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant PM2.5 impact.

CO Cumulative Impact

Based upon the above tables, the CO daily emissions from the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project are much higher than the Landfill Expansion Project, and nevertheless, the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project CO emissions were determined to be below the significance
threshold through an air dispersion model and air quality impact analysis. The CO daily emissions
from the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project were also determined to be below
the significance thresholds (Scholl Canyon Draft EIR, Table 6.2-8, 2014). Considering these
determinations as well as that CO emissions from the Project would occur from a point source
location compared to those associated with the Landfill Expansion Project that would occur
over a much larger area and access roads indicate that on a localized basis, the Project would
not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant CO impact.

VOC and SOx Cumulative Impact

The daily VOC and SOx emissions from the Landfill Expansion Project were determined to be
below the significance threshold (Scholl Canyon Draft EIR, Table 6.2-8, 2014). Based upon the
above tables, when VOC and SOx emissions from the Project are added to emissions from the
Landfill Expansion project, the combined emissions are also below significance thresholds. The
Project does not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact relating to VOC and SOx emissions.

Anaerobic Digester Project

See Topical Response No. 4. The proposed Anaerobic Digester Project is in a concept and
design feasibility phase; it is therefore not yet defined to a point that is sufficiently stable to
permit a project-level air quality analysis or cumulative air quality impact analysis that would
yield anything other than speculative results.

Air Quality Impact When the Landfill Gas Pipes to Grayson Power Plant Disconnected and the
Landfill Gas will be Flared during the Construction Period.

During the construction phase of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the landfill gas
piping system to Grayson Power Plant will be decommissioned, purged, capped, and
abandoned in place and, as required by law and authorized by existing permits, the landfill gas
will be combusted in the existing flare system to control fugitive VOC and methane emissions.
The net increase of daily emissions during the construction phase, which include emissions from
the flare, were calculated to be less than applicable significance thresholds. The City is currently
combusting landfill gas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill and this Project does not increase the
volume of gas being combusted. SOx emissions are largely fuel-dependent and not technology-
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dependent therefore the SOx emissions rates from combusting landfill gas — whether in a flaring
system or boiler system is expected to be the same. However, flare and boiler combustion
systems are expected to have different emission rates of the other criteria pollutants. The
following table shows the comparison of the calculated landfill gas emission factors between
flares and boilers.

As outlined in 40 CFR 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to evaluate the
potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project site as long as the data are
representative of the air quality in the subject area. The most representative background data is
determined based on location, data quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with
SCAQMD guidance. The background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and
Central Los Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the closest monitoring
stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet the data quality requirements of
40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B guidance, and the data have been collected within the
preceding 3 years. Use of these data is therefore appropriate for the Project analysis.

Equipment NOx, Co, VOC, PM10,
lbs/mmcf Ibs/mmcf Ibs/mmcf Ibs/mmcf

Flares 13.27 1.19 1.30 6.40

Boilers 9.79 7.1 4.00 8.00

Additionally, a health risk assessment was performed to determine the increased health risk from
the flaring operations. As indicated in the Draft MND, the highest health risk levels attributed of
the flares are below the significance thresholds.

Potential Hazardous Air Pollutants and Health Risk

Local health risks are minimized due to the technology being proposed for the Project and also
due to the large area of the landfill and surrounding open space. The Draft MND contains results
of a health risk assessment that was used to determine if increased health risks from the Project
exceed significance thresholds established by OEHHA and SCAQMD. That assessment identified
the highest risk levels of any receptor location outside the landfill boundary and demonstrated
that expected health risks are below the established significance thresholds.

Greenhouse Gases
Need to Burn Landfill Gas and Relative Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the need to burn landfill gas and the resulting
greenhouse has (GHG) emissions from the Project.

Un-combusted landfill gas contains GHG emissions including carbon dioxide and methane.
Based upon historic landfill gas analyses and gas production rates, the Scholl Canyon Landfill
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produces approximately 42,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide and 16,000 metric tons of
methane annually. Methane emissions are especially important because the global warming
potential of methane is approximately 25 times greater than that of carbon dioxide. In other
words, 16,000 metric tons of methane emissions are equivalent to approximately 400,000 metric
tons of carbon dioxide emissions, when considering global worming potential impacts. When
both the methane and carbon dioxide content of the landfill gas is considered, Scholl Canyon
Landfill generates approximately 440,000 metric tons of CO2e per year.

The combustion of landfill gas is an effective way to destroy methane emissions and lower
overall GHG emissions from landfill operations. Based upon projected emissions for the Project,
methane emissions from the combustion of Scholl Canyon Landfill gas are expected to be
approximately 3.5 metric tons per year --the Project would reduce methane emissions by more
than 99%. The final CO2e emissions of the Project comprised primarily of carbon dioxide and
methane and are estimated to be approximately 58,000 metric tons per year, an overall 86%
reduction from the un-combusted landfill gas.

Inclusion of Grayson Power Plant Greenhouse Gas Emissions in an Analysis of Baseline Conditions

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the consideration of historic GHG emissions
from the Grayson Power Plant as a baseline for determining significance of the Project.

In determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the MND compares project impacts
to those impacts with existing environmental conditions. This baseline consists of the physical
conditions that exist in the area affected by the project atf the time project environmental
analysis commences (at fime of notice of preparation or commencement). The lead agency
has the discretion to treat historical conditions or conditions that predate publication of the
notice of preparation or commencement of the analysis as the baseline for analyzing impacts if
there are reasons for doing so that are supported by substantial evidence. In this case the area
affected by GHG emissions is global in scope and the impacts are not dependent upon the
precise location of the GHG emission sources.

The Project serves to combust landfill gas that is generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Through the combustion process, the Project serves three purposes. First, the Project destroys
methane emissions and reduces greenhouse gas emissions as discussed in the preceding section
of this document. Second, the Project also destroys volatile organic gases (VOCs) and organic
hazardous compounds through the combustion process. Third, the Project uses the renewable
energy produced through the combustion of landfill gas to create electricity. All three of these
functions currently occur through the burning of Scholl Canyon Landfill gas in the Grayson Power
Plant boilers.

The Project will consume landfill gas from the Scholl Canyon Landfill that is currently combusted
at the existing Grayson Power Plant. Implementation of the Project will result in that same landfill
gas being combusted at Scholl Canyon, accordingly the Project will not increase the amount of
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landfill gas being produced or combusted and does not alter the ultimate impacts of GHG
emissions from combusting the landfill gas. (See Air Quality and GHG emissions information
herein above in this Topical Response). In addition, if the Project were not built and Grayson
operations should cease, the Scholl Canyon Landfill gas would be incinerated in the existing
landfill flares.

8.1.1.7 Topical Response 7: Geology and Soils
Summary of Comments
Comments received expressed concern in regard to:

e Pollution doesn't just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo
and Scholl Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or
the more dangerous faults close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing
more dangerous contaminants from the dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and
explosions won't magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak, how will Glendale
evacuate and compensate the Los Angeles communities affected.

e |[f there were a fire or earthquake how would the power plant and Cal Edison’s power
lines be protected?

e Scholl Canyonis a 56-year old unlined municipal waste facility located on highly
fractured, shattered bedrock. It operated for almost 15 years before the Environmental
Protection Act, so there were few if any controls over the material deposited in the
landfill. There is continuing evidence that volatile organic compounds and other
contaminants have seeped below the subsurface barriers and have flowed to the west
of the landfill.

e The report shows six active faults within ten miles of the Project site. The Verdugo fault is
0.3 mile away, and three others are less than five miles from the Project. All six faults have
a magnitude maximum estimate of 6.7 to 7.2 (2008 National Seismic Hazards maps,
USGS, 2008). What specific mitigations will the project make to prevent gas and water
line breaks, slides on exposed faces of the landfill, and liquefaction at Scholl Canyon
Park, also the site of the proposed gas link?

o The report states, "Landslide hazard zones are most likely on the steep slopes upon which
Scholl Canyon Road is located." No mitigation is offered to protect customers and
emergency responders on that road in an earthquake or fire emergency when it might
be difficult to reach the power station.

e There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are
no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children
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play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are located
Form Letter (#24).

e There is an earthquake fault line running under the Scholl Canyon landfill. In the event of
an earthquake will the gas facility erupt into explosions and fire endangering nearby
residents? How will the City of Glendale protect the gas facility and nearby structures
from such an occurrence?

Response

In determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the MND compares project impacts
to those impacts with existing environmental conditions. This baseline consists of the physical
conditions that exist in the area affected by the project at the time project environmental
analysis commences (at fime of notice of preparation or commencement). Assessment of the
project’s impacts is normally limited to changes in those existing physical conditions in the area
affected by the project. (14 Cal Code Regs section 15125(a) Accordingly, CEQA does not limit
environmental analysis by jurisdictional boundary.

As stated in the Draft MND, the closest earthquake fault is the Verdugo Fault located 0.3 miles to
the southwest of the Project site. Based on available geologic data, there is low potential for
surface fault rupture from the Verdugo Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the
surface of the Project site during design life of the proposed development. Additionally, due to
the subsurface conditions underlying the Project site consisting mainly of dense to very dense
silty sands over slightly weathered, hard bedrock, combined with very deep groundwater levels
in an area where water bearing soils are not present, the potential for liquefaction beneath the
Project site is negligible and potential impacts due to liquefaction were determined to be less
than significant as stated in the Draft MND in Section 3.6.2.

There may be as yet undiscovered faults that are not and were not mapped in 1952 orin 1989.
Nonetheless, the Project is being constructed to comply with California Building Code, ASCE 7,
and Glendale Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events
impacting facilities and structures. The current building and safety code standards that address
seismic risk have much improved since 1952. The Draft MND thoroughly analyzes seismic risk
based on the most current data in light of the CEQA threshold.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The additional detailed
information requested by the commenter would not change the analysis of Project
environmental impacts in the Draft MND and is not required by CEQA.

As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in accordance
with the applicable California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale Building and Safety
Code which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility structures. All structures will be
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designed in accordance with the current edition of the California Building Code and Glendale
Building and Safety Code that is in effect af the time the facility is designed and not to codes or
standards that have yet to be adopted or go into effect. The California Building Code (CBC)
2016 edition references ASTM 7-10. The next edition of the CBC (CBC 2019) will then reference
ASTM 7-16.

Potential Leakage of Dangerous Contaminants from the Dump

The construction of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project will include automatic seismically
triggered shutoff valves on both the new natural gas line at the meter box and on the
connection to the existing landfill gas pipeline that will shut off the flow of gas in the event of a
seismic event. Therefore, there will be a less than significant potential for a gas leak and
explosion at the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as the result of an earthquake.

Impact of an Earthquake on the Electrical Line

No new electrical transmission lines would be constructed as part of the Project. The electrical
connection of the Project would be to existing Glendale Water and Power 12.45 kV distribution
line currently serving the existing equipment at the landfill. Distribution lines, as well as
fransmission lines, are protected with relays that automatically trip and disconnect a line when a
fault in the line occurs. The Project would not connect to the Cal Edison’s power lines.

Volatile Organic Compounds and Other Contaminants Have Seeped Below the Subsurface

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would not be located on top of the existing landfill
material deposits but would be located on very dense silty sands over slightly weathered, hard
bedrock and would not have any foundation or other facilities that would penetrate the landfill
or have any impact on volatile organic compounds and other contaminants seeping below the
subsurface.

Fault Rupture Hazard

As specified in Appendix D: Geotechnical Investigation Report (pg. 673 of the Draft MND), the
Project is not located within a currently mapped California Earthquake Fault Zone. While the
nearest fault is the Verdugo Fault, located approximately 0.3 miles southwest of the site, based
on available geologic data, there is low potential for surface fault rupture from the Verdugo
Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the surface of the Site during the design life
of the proposed development.

Landslide Hazard Zone - Scholl Canyon Road

The existing Scholl Canyon Road would be the main access to the Project and in the event that
the road is lost as the result of a seismic event, access to the plant would be via Sanitation
District dirt roads. However, since the plant is neither a must run facility or a critical facility and will
have automatic gas shutoff valves installed as part of the design of the Project, the plant will be
automatically shut down. Access to the plant by City operators is not critical as automatic safety
systems and shut offs are incorporated into the facility design and operation.
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Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlements

Subsurface conditions underlying the site consist mainly of dense to very dense silty sands over
slightly weathered, hard bedrock. In addition, the groundwater level is very deep. The Project is
located in an area where water bearing soils are not present. Consequently, the potential for
liguefaction beneath this Project is negligible.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is located approximately half a mile from the Scholl
Canyon Park on solid bedrock and the Project would have no effect on any geological or soil
conditions at Scholl Canyon Park.

See Section 7.0 Conclusions and Recommendations of Appendix D Geotechnical Investigation
Report, for specifics on Foundation Design, Foundation Construction, Concrete Slab-on-Grade
Floors, Permanent Retaining Walls, Pavement Design, Expansive Soil Potential, Corrosive Soil
Potential, Site Preparation and Grading, and Post Investigation Services in place to support the
design and construction of the Project.

Compliance with Seismic Hazards Mapping ACT

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would not house any structures for human habitation
in accordance with the California Building Code. However, the facility would be constructed
with a battery uninterruptable power source designed to provide sufficient power to allow for
the safe shutdown of the Project in the event of an emergency.

8.1.1.8 Topical Response 8: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Summary of Comments

Comments were received stating concern that the Project could result in a fire, explosion and/or
release of hazardous materials would create a substantial hazard to public and property.

Summary of Response

The Project includes a fire protection system that complies with all applicable national, state,
and local fire codes. The fire protection system has been reviewed and approved by the City of
Glendale Fire Department, as the Certified Unified Program Agency. The Potential Impact Radius
of an explosion originating from the proposed natural gas pipeline is .26 feet. Considering that
there are no residences or other habitable structures within the Potential Impact Radius and the
pipeline is in a location not open to public access, a pipeline explosion would have a low risk of
resulting in death, injury, or significant property damage. The City proposes to replace anhydrous
ammonia with R134a refrigerant or equivalent as allowed by CARB and SCAQMD, in the chiller
system and use 19-percent aqueous ammonia in the Selective Catalytic Reduction process to
control emissions. Use of R134a refrigerant, or equivalent, and 19-percent aqueous ammonia
would not create any new environmental impacts, worsen the effect of any environmental
impacts, or require mitigation measures. The revisions to the Draft MND made in the attached
Errata do not meet the definition of a substantial revision requiring recirculation.

Q Stantec

8.29



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
March 9, 2018

Response

Fire Hazard
Comments were received that the Project has unacceptable fire hazard risks due to its location
and use of flammable materials such as landfill gas and natural gas.

Location in Very High Fire Hazard Zone

As noted in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND, the Project site is located within a very high fire hazard
zone. Despite the designation, the site itself has little wildfire potential due to the large areas with
little or no native vegetation (fuel). Also, per Glendale Fire Prevention regulations, proper
vegetation management procedures such as weed abatement and brush clearance programs
are required and will be implemented.

Landfill Gas Release/Fire

The landfill gas is flammable, but barely, so a release would be unlikely to spontaneously
combust. Landfill gas is currently freated at Scholl Canyon Landfill and the Project would result in
landfill gas continuing to be treated at Scholl Canyon Landfill. There is the potential that one of
the landfill gas treating vessels could fail due to internal corrosion resulting in a release of landfill
gas. However, at on operating pressure less than ten pounds per square inch gauge which is
below the 15 pounds per square inch gauge pressure rule applicability threshold the State of
California uses for requiring pressure vessels to meet construction and code stamping
requirements. For comparison, the International Football Association Board requires soccer balls
to have a pressure between 8.5 and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)1°. At a pressure of
less than 10 pounds per square inch the danger of a serious explosion from a landfill gas treatfing
vessel is virtually non-existent. While this standard is not applicable to the Project by regulation,
the City is requiring that all vessels be code stamped and rated for a much higher pressure.
Considering that the site is already used for landfill gas treatment and the low pressures
associated with such treatment activities, the fire hazard of the Project from landfill gas
tfreatment would be similar to or lower than existing conditions.

Currently, the landfill gas is compressed at the Scholl Canyon Landfill for tfransmission through the
5.5-mile-long pipeline to Grayson Power Plant for power generation, or is alternatively
combusted at the landfill in a flare. Because the Project includes decommissioning the landfill
gas pipeline between Scholl Canyon Landfill and Grayson Power Plant, the landfill gas would no
longer be compressed for pipeline tfransmission. While the Project does include landfill gas
compression associated with operating the power generation equipment, the compression
pressure would be lower than that currently existing at the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Comparatively, the fire hazard of the Project from landfill gas compression would be similar or
lower compared to existing conditions. In fact, thirfeen pounds per square inch gauge is the

10 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: hitps://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg 17 18 en.pdf
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highest landfill gas compression expected with the Project, which is below the 15 pounds per
square inch gauge pressure rule applicability threshold the State of California uses for requiring
pressure vessels to meet construction and code stamping requirements. For comparison, the
International Football Association Board requires soccer balls to have a pressure between 8.5
and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)1.

The engines that would combust landfill gas for power generation are an additional source of
potential fire. The most probable source of fire would be a lube ol fire. However, because the
engines would be contained in steel enclosures equipped with fire suppression systems they
would not represent a substantially increased risk of fire compared to existing conditions.

The electrical generating combustion engines would be placed in fire protection enclosures with
fire suppression systems and electrical equipment would be placed in enclosures insulated with
an inert gas. The existing flares would remain and do not represent a new source of potential
wildland fire.

Additionally, the proposed facilities include a fire protection system that consists of a new 60,000-
gallon water tank, water conveyance piping, two fire hydrants, and fire protection sprinklers
inside buildings. The proposed fire protection system was designed to meet National Fire
Protection Agency and California Fire Code requirements. The City of Glendale Fire Department,
as the Certified Unified Program Agency has reviewed and approved the Project’s fire
protection design which includes verifying compliance with all applicable national, state, and
local fire codes. As a result of these fire protection measures, potential impacts from a fire, and
as discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND, were determined to be less than significant.

The Project does not create a new risk of fire or explosion than what currently exists. As
mentioned above in the Topical Response, the landfill gas is currently compressed to a higher
pressure than would be required for the Project. Any risk associated with compressed landfill gas
will be lower with Project implementation compared to existing conditions. The highest landfill
gas pressure produced as the result of the Project will be about 13 psig. This is below the pressure
that the State of California requires pressure vessels to be code stamped. For comparison, the
International Football Association Board requires soccer balls to have a pressure between 8.5
and 14.7 pounds per square inch (IFAB, 2017)'2. However, the City will require all vessels to be
code stamped and rated for a much higher pressure as a matter of additional safety. In the
unlikely event that one of the treating vessels could fail due to internal corrosion, because
pressures are less than 10 psig, the danger of a serious explosion is virtually non-existent. (Which is
why the state does not require these vessels to be stamped). As previously mentioned, landfill
gas is barely flammable, so a release would be unlikely to result in spontaneous combustion. A

11 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: hitps://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg 17 18 en.pdf

12 International Football Association Board,2017, Laws of the Game 2017/18, available at: https://football-
technology.fifa.com/media/1245/lotg 17 18 en.pdf
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release would be no more likely to occur in the future than now. The engines are contained in
steel enclosures equipped with fire suppression systems.

Explosion Hazard from Natural Gas and Existing Biogas Pipeline

The Project’s three-inch diameter natural gas pipeline would be designed in accordance with
applicable pipeline safety standards and would be installed above ground except for road
crossings. United States Department of Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration developed an equation that estimates the distance from a potential natural gas
pipeline explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occur. This
distance is known as the “Potential Impact Radius”. The Potential Impact Radius is calculated by
the formula r = 0.69* (square root of (p*d?)), where 'r' is the radius of a circular area in feet
surrounding the point of pipeline failure, ‘p’ is the maximum allowable operating pressure in the
pipeline in pounds per square inch and ‘d’ is the nominal diameter of the pipeline in inches.

The natural gas pipeline proposed as part of the Project would have a maximum operating
pressure of 20 pounds per square inch and a diameter of three inches. The distance from an
explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occuris 9.26 feet.
Considering that there are no residences or other habitable structures within the Potential
Impact Radius and the pipeline is in a location not open to public access, a pipeline explosion
would have a low risk of resulting in death, injury, or significant property damage. The Project
would result in decommissioning the existing 5.5-mile-long landfill gas pipeline from the Scholl
Canyon Landfill to Grayson Power Plant. That pipeline has a maximum operating pressure of 50
pounds per square inch, a diameter of 14 inches, and a resulting distance from a potential
explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could occur of 46 feet
(Compliance Services Inc., 2016)13. Implementation of the Project includes decommissioning the
existing landfill gas pipeline and therefore reduce risks associated with a potential explosion from
that pipeline.

Ammonia Hazard

The Draft MND for the Project evaluated the potential hazards associated with a proposed
3,000-gallon capacity anhydrous ammonia refrigerant chiller system. The proposed facility
cooling system would have contained less than 10,000 pounds of anhydrous ammonia and risks
from an upset condition were determined to be low. However, it has been determined that the
anhydrous ammonia would be replaced with R134a refrigerant, or equivalent, which is an
alternative refrigerant to and lacks the hazards associated with anhydrous ammonia. This
substitution eliminates potential hazard associated with anhydrous ammonia and would not
create any new environmental impacts, worsen the effect of any environmental impacts, or
add mitigation measures. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would use 19-percent
agueous ammonia in the Selective Catalytic Reduction process fo control emissions of nitfrogen
oxides from the generation equipment. The 19-percent aqueous ammonia would be stored in

13 Compliance Services Inc., 2016, Part 192 Jurisdictional, Class Location, & High Consequence Area Analysis, Scholl
Canyon Landfill Biogas Pipeline. Note: Calculation of Potential Impact Radius considers a natural gas factor specific to
the landfill gas).
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up to a 12,000-gallon capacity above ground storage tank. The tank would be surrounded by a
secondary concrete containment structure that measures 38.5 feet long, 13.5 feet wide and 4.5
feet deep. The secondary containment structure can hold the entire contents of the tank, plus
rain water accumulation. The California Accidental Release Program regulates the use of
agueous ammonia with a concentration of 1 percent or greater if a threshold quantity of 500
pounds of ammonia is reached.

In response fo comments received on the Draft MND related to accidents involving hazardous
materials and potential risks to the public, an offsite consequence analysis has been
subsequently performed for the accidental release of aqueous ammonia using the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency approved Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Atmospheric Dispersion Model for Denser-Than-Air-Releases (SLAB Model) . The analysis assumed
the complete failure of the storage tank, the immediate release of the contents of the tank and
the formation of an evaporating pool of agueous ammonia within the secondary containment
structure. Under this scenario, evaporative emissions of ammonia would be subsequently
released into the atmosphere. The dispersion and transport of these emissions into the
atmosphere would be subject to meteorological conditions atf the time of the release. To be
conservative, worst-case meteorological data were used in the offsite consequence analysis
pursuant with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Risk Management Program Guidance for
Offsite Consequence Analysis (EPA, 2009)14.

To provide a conservative analysis of potential offsite consequences of an ammonia release, a
concentration of 75 parts per million ammonia considered by the CEC to be the concentration
the public could be exposed to during a one-time event without experiencing serious adverse
effects was used for screening purposes. For comparison, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration’s Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health concertation for ammonia is 300
parts per milion and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Accidental Release Prevention
Program Toxic Endpoint concentration for ammonia is 200 parts per million. As it relates to the
Project, a concentration of ammonia exceeding 75 parts per million beyond the Scholl Canyon
Landfill property boundary would be considered a potentially significant impact.

The results of the offsite consequence analysis for the worst-case release of ammonia indicate
that the 75 parts per million concentration, would extend approximately 150 feet from the
ammonia tank/release. This distance would not extend beyond the Scholl Canyon Landfill
property boundary, and therefore such a condition represents a low public safety risk, and
would be a less than significant impact not requiring any mitigation.

Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states a lead agency is required to recirculate a
negative declaration when the document must be substantially revised after public notice of its
availability has previously been given, but prior fo its adoption. A "substantial revision" means:

14 EPA. 2009. Risk Management Program Guidance for Off-site Consequence Analysis. Available:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-11/documents/oca-chps.pdf.
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() A new, avoidable significant effect is identified, and mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions
will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions
must be required.

As demonstrated in the discussion above, replacement of anhydrous ammonia with R134a
refrigerant or equivalent, in the chiller system and use of 19-percent aqueous ammonia in the
Selective Catalytic Reduction process to control emissions would not result in a substantial
revision to the Draft MND and would not require recirculation.

8.1.1.9 Topical Response 9: Noise and Transportation and Traffic
Summary of Comments

Comments received stated concern regarding the potential for noise and transportation and
traffic impacts during Project construction and operation. Comments included concern for
exacerbating the use of the Figueroa corridor during construction, Los Angeles County
Operational Area Disaster Routes being impacted in the event of a major accident at Scholl
Canyon Landfill, public safety related to an increase in truck traffic, illegal dumping in residential
neighborhoods adjacent to the landfill, and cumulative traffic impacts.

Response

Noise and Transportation Impacts and Discussions in Draft MND

Potential noise and transportation and traffic Project impacts were analyzed in Sections 3.12 and
3.16 of the Draft MND, respectively. The analysis included performing noise and traffic studies
(Appendix | and J of the Draft MND) as well as considering the Project’s confribution to
cumulative impacts with the Landfill Expansion Project, Aerobic Digestion Project and Grayson
Repowering Project. These analyses (which included Project vehicle trips on Figueroa Street)
demonstrate the Project would have less than significant Project-specific and cumulative noise
and traffic impacts.

The City did not select the same sensitive noise receptors for the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project as those selected for Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project. The locations selected for
collecting ambient noise measurements to determine representative existing noise levels for the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project were based on the nearest location of sensitive
residential land uses in closest proximity to the Project. These residential land uses would have
the greatest potential to be impacted by Project noise and are most appropriate for evaluating
potential worst-case operational noise impacts of the Project on surrounding sensitive receptors.
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The Biogas Renewable Generation Project would result in a peak of 23 fruck/vehicle trips per
day during construction and six vehicle trips per day during operation. The long-term operation
vehicle trips are comparable to those that already exist for operation of the landfill gas
collection and treatment/conditioning activities and would represent a negligible increase from
existing conditions. As a result, Receptor 1 considered in the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion
Project Draft EIR that is located just north of Highway 134 and approximately 80 feet west of
Figueroa Street was noft selected for the Biogas Renewable Generation project as it is located
further away from the Project facility compared to other receptors selected and because of the
limited increase in traffic that would occur as a result of the Project, the Project would not result
in a substantial increase in noise levels along Figueroa Street and Receptor 1 evaluated in the
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project Draft EIR.

Ambient noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 which is located south of State Highway 134 were
the highest of the six locations measured. In fact, the existing day (65.2 dBA) and night time (64.3
dBA) noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 already exceed the City's presumed noise standard of
45 dBA during nighttime or 55 dBA during daytime. The City’s noise ordinance addresses
sifuations where the actual ambient noise level is more than the presumed ambient noise level.
In these situations, the ambient noise level used in Project impact analysis cannot be greater
than 5 dBA over the presumed ambient noise levels even if actual ambient noise levels are
higher!s. This requirement of the City's noise ordinance provides additional assurance that
substantial noise increases in areas already subject to high ambient noise levels are not
significantly exacerbated. In the case of sensitive receptor R2, the Project noise impact analysis
assumed day and night time ambient noise levels of 60 and 50 dBA.

As shown in Table 3.12-3 of the Draft IS/MND, the nearest residential receptors are more than
2,000 feet from the Project site. Table 3.12-5 of the Draft IS/MND shows the resulting Project
operation noise level at each of the six representative sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 3.12-
5, Project operation noise ranges from 29.9 dBA to 40.6 dBA at each sensitive receptor. The
greatest increase in existing noise levels was predicted to be a 1.5 dBA increase during the night
time at sensitive receptor R5, far below the City’s allowable increase of 5 dBA in the City noise
ordinance used for purposes of the Project’s noise impact analysis. City of Glendale’s noise
ordinance requires equal or more stringent noise limitations than those established by adjacent
municipalities with sensitive receptors that could be affected and is therefore appropriate for
the Project’s conservative noise impact analysis included in the Draft IS/MND.

Actual ambient noise measurements collected at the six representative sensitive noise receptors
ranged between 37.1 dBA and 65.2 dBA during the day and between 39.1 dBA and 64.3 dBA
during the night time. Despite these wide variations in ambient noise levels, the noise modeling
conducted to analyze the Project’s potential noise impacts demonstrates as shown in Table
3.12-5 that the Project would noft result in a substantial increase in noise levels at any of the
sensitive receptors analyzed. The less than significant incremental increase in noise levels

15 City of Glendale Municipal Code, Chapter 8.36 NOISE CONTROL, available at: http://acode.us/codes/glendale/
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predicted at each sensitive receptor would be representative of all nearby sensitive receptors
regardless of variations in ambient noise levels between sensitive receptors.

Disaster Routes

The Los Angeles County Operational Area Primary Disaster Routes identified for the City of
Glendale are State Route 134, State Route 2, and Interstate 5. The Secondary Disaster Routes in
the City of Glendale are Verdugo Road/Canada Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, Colorado Street,
and San Fernando Road (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2012)¢. Nearby
Figueroa Street is also designated as a Secondary Disaster Route for the City of Los Angeles. It is
important fo note that according to Los Angeles County, disaster routes are not evacuation
routes. Although an emergency may warrant a road be used as both a disaster and evacuation
route, they are completely different. An evacuation route is used to move the affected
population out of an impacted area.

The Project site is located approximately 2 mile from State Route 134 (the nearest Primary
Disaster Route) and more than % mile from the Figueroa Street (the nearest Secondary Disaster
Route). As discussed in Response to Topical Comment No. 8, the Project would noft result in a
substantial increase or potentially significant risk associated with a fire, explosion, or release of
hazardous materials. The Project would therefore have a less than significant impact on Disaster
Routes.

Public Safety Related to an Increase in Truck Traffic

As noted in the Draft IS/MND, the following tfruck and worker vehicle trips would be associated
with the Project:

e five roundtrip fruck trips and ten worker vehicle trips daily during the four to five month-
demolition phase;

e tenroundtrip truck trips and twelve worker vehicle trips daily during the nine to ten-month
site grading and construction period; and

e three roundtrip truck trips and 20 worker vehicle trip daily during the two to three-month
system startup phase.

There would be no increase in truck traffic during operation of the Project compared to existing
conditions. Up to six worker vehicle trips would occur daily during operation, which is similar to
that which occurs under existing facility operations. While there would be an incremental
increase in fruck traffic during construction of the Project, a peak, short-term addition of the
above fruck and vehicle trips would not substantially increase risks to public safety.

¢ Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 2012, City of Glendale Disaster Route Map, Available:
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/dsg/DisasterRoutes/map/Glendale.pdf

Q Stantec
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llegal Dumping

The Project does not include the hauling of waste materials to the Scholl Canyon Landfill from
off-site sources that could result in illegal dumping in adjacent residential areas. Please also refer
to Topical Response No. 1.

8.1.1.10 Topical Response 10: Public Noticing and Project Location
Summary of Comments

Comments received claim that the City did not fulfill its public noticing requirements mandated
by the California Environmental Quality Act. Additional comments received requested that the
City hold a public meeting for Eagle Rock residents located in the City of Los Angeles as well as
requests to extend the public review period of the Draft MND.

Comments received stating there was a complete lack of transparency regarding the Project
on the City’s Planning Department website. The Project address is listed with a Los Angeles
address instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the Scholl Canyon
Landfill.

Response

Public Noticing

The City provided public notice of the Project in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act. Section 15072 of the CEQA Guidelines specifies the requirements for Notice of Intent
to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration and are listed below.

a) Alead agency shall provide a notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration to the public, responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
and the county clerk of each county within which the proposed project is located,
sufficiently prior to adoption by the lead agency of the negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration to allow the public and agencies the review period
provided under Section 15105.

b) The lead agency shall mail a notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration to the last known name and address of all organizations
and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing and shall also give
notice of infent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration by at
least one of the following procedures to allow the public the review period provided
under Section 15105:

1) Publication at least one time by the lead agency in a newspaper of general
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is

Q Stantec
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affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation
from among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.

2) Posting of notice by the lead agency on and off site in the area where the
project is to be located.

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the
latest equalized assessment roll.

c) The alternatives for providing notice specified in subdivision (b) shall not preclude a lead
agency from providing additional notice by other means if the agency so desires, nor
shall the requirements of this section preclude a lead agency from providing the public
nofice at the same time and in the same manner as public notice required by any other
laws for the project.

d) The county clerk of each county within which the proposed project is located shall post
such notices in the office of the county clerk within 24 hours of receipt for a period of at
least 20 days.

e) For a project of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, the lead agency shall also
provide notice to transportation planning agencies and public agencies which have
fransportation facilities within their jurisdictions which could be affected by the project as
specified in Section 21092.4(a) of the Public Resources Code. "Transportation facilities"
includes: major local arterials and public tfransit within five miles of the project site and
freeways, highways and rail transit service within 10 miles of the project site.

f) A nofice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration
shall specify the following:

1) A brief description of the proposed project and its location.

2) The starting and ending dates for the review period during which the lead
agency will receive comments on the proposed negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration. This shall include starting and ending dates for
the review period. If the review period has been shortened pursuant to Section
15105, the nofice shall include a statement to that effect.

3) The date, time, and place of any scheduled public meetings or hearings to be
held by the lead agency on the proposed project, when known to the lead
agency at the time of nofice.

4) The address or addresses where copies of the proposed negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration including the revisions developed under Section
15070(b) and all documents referenced in the proposed negative declaration or

Q Stantec 8 38



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
March 9, 2018

mitigated negative declaration are available for review. This location or locations
shall be readily accessible to the public during the lead agency's normal working
hours.

5) The presence of the site on any of the lists enumerated under Section 65962.5 of
the Government Code including, but not limited to lists of hazardous waste
facilities, land designated as hazardous waste property, and hazardous waste
disposal sites, and the information in the Hazardous Waste and Substances
Statement required under subdivision (f) of that section.

6) Otherinformation specifically required by statute or regulation for a particular
project or type of project.

The City submitted a Notice of Completion of the Draft MND to the State Clearinghouse, a
Notice of Completion/Notice of Intent to adopt the Draft IS/MND to the Los Angeles County
Clerk, and notice to responsible and frustee agencies on August 30, 2017. There were no
members of the public that previously requested individual noticing. The City met the noticing
requirement specified in subpart a). There were no organizations and individuals who had
previously requested notice in writing. Consistent with subpart b) 1), the City noticed the infent to
adopt a mitigated negative declaration in the Glendale News on August 30, 2017. Subpart c)
does not require additional noticing requirements. Subpart d) refers to Los Angeles County Clerk
posting requirements, rather than the City's responsibilities. The Project is not a project of
statewide, regional, or areawide significance and the requirements specified in Subpart e) are
not applicable to the Project’s noticing. The City’s noticing included all the elements required by
subpart f), with the exception of f)3) which currently remains unknown. The public hearing for
considering adoption of the Draft IS/MND will be noticed separately when determined.

The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017, and was
extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to November 9, 2017, in
order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity fo comment on the Project. This comment
period is an extension of 40 days beyond the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15073 (a).

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require a Lead Agency to conduct public
meetings on a Draft IS/MND prior to the public hearing when the Lead Agency considers
adopting the IS/MND. As shown above, the City fulfilled the public noticing requirements of the
California Environmental Act for a mitigated negative declaration.

Pursuant with Section 15073 of the California Environmental Quality Act, the lead agency shall
provide a public review period of no less than 30 days, if submitted to Sate Clearinghouse as the
Project’s IS/MND was. The City notficed the State Clearinghouse, Los Angeles County Clerk, and
responsible and trustee agencies of the 30-day public review period from August 30 to
September 30, 2017. The original 30-day public review period was extended and noticed twice,
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resulting in an 82 day long public review period ending on November 20, 2018. The public review
period granted was over twice the duration required by the California Environmental Quality
Act.

Project Location

The Project is proposed to be located within the existing boundaries of the Scholl Canyon Landfill
on a non-fill portion of the site; it will be located on bedrock.

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill (3001 Scholl Canyon
Road, Glendale, CA ?21206) and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City
of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041.

The City alternately identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City's Planning
Department Environmental Review webpage http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The
Project was identified by ifs street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects.
The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA
90041.

The Draft MND lists the address as 3001 Scholl Canyon Road, Glendale, CA 921206; additionally,
the GWP website http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ states, “The proposed Biogas
Renewable Generation Project is located within the boundaries of the existing landfill site at 3001
Scholl Canyon Road, Glendale California, 91206. Regional access to the site is from the Ventura
Freeway (State Route 134) at the Figueroa Street exit.”

L-1 - Responses to Comments from Jack Cheng, South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), dated September 15, 2017

L1-1 Technical documents related to the air quality (air quality modeling, health risk
assessment files, and emission estimates) and greenhouse gas analyses have
been provided to SCAQMD in electronic format under separate cover. These
include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files.

L1-2 Naftive air quality modeling files have been provided to SCAQMD under separate
cover.
Q Stantec 840
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L-2 - Responses to Comments from Amy Minteer, Attorney for Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners

L2-1

L2-2

L2-3

L2-4

L2-5

L2-6

Association (GOCHA), dated September 26, 2017
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

In the interest of tfransparency the City has provided documentation regarding
the Project and regular status updates on the City's website at:
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information regarding the
Project can be found on the Project website at:
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill
website home page at: hitps://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 10.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City's
website atf: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 920041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

As requested, nofifications for future public notices regarding the Project will be
distributed to GOCHA by email fo rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com as well
as by mail to P.O. Box 9949 Glendale, CA 921226.

L-3 - Responses to Comments from Cynthia Kellman of Chatten-Brown & Carstens, dated

L3-1

September 26, 2017

Thank you for your comment regarding fransmittal of Comment Letter No. L2 from
Amy Minteer, Attorney for GOCHA, dated September 26, 2017. Please refer to
Response to Comment Letter No. L2.

L-4 - Responses to Comments from Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th

District, dated September 27, 2017

L4-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.
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L4-2

L4-3

L4-4

L4-5

L4-6

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-5 - Responses to Comments from Rich Schmittdiel, dated September 27, 2017

L5-1

L5-2

L5-3

This is a general statement about the commenter's life and connection to the
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

This is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the Project. The
comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-6 - Responses to Comments from Dianna Watson of the California Department of Transportation

(CALTRANS), dated September 28, 2017

L6-1 The City concurs that the Project will not result in direct adverse impacts to State
fransportation facilities as concluded in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND.

L6-2 In the event the use of oversized vehicles is required during construction of the
Project the City will obtain any necessary Calirans transportation permits.

L6-3 Stormwater will be managed during construction as described in Section 3.8 of
the Draft MND and during operation as described in Sections 3.9 and 3.18.
Stormwater will be managed in accordance with all relevant Federal, State, and
local regulations and requirements.

L6-4 The City will contact Severin Martinez and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2017-01106 if there
are any questions or concerns regarding the comments made in this letter.
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L-7 - Responses to Comments from Lisa Karahallos, dated September 28, 2017

L7-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-8 - Responses to Comments from Flor Mendez, dated September 29, 2017
L8-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L-9 - Responses to Comments from Kim Turner, dated September 29, 2017

L9-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-10 - Responses to Comments from Sean Starkey, Field Deputy, Office of Councilmember Jose
Huizar, City of Los Angeles 14th District, dated September 29, 2017

L10-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L10-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L10-3 Thank you for your comment regarding fransmittal of Comment Letter No. L4 from
Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th District, dated September
27,2017. Please refer to Comment Letter No. L4.

L-11 - Responses to Comments from Harvey Slater, Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council,
dated October 5, 2017

L11-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L11-2 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical
Response Nos. 1 and 3.

() Stantec

8.43



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L11-3

L11-4

L11-5

L11-6

L11-7

L11-8

L11-9

L11-10

LT1-11

L11-12

L11-13

Q Stantec

The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017,
and was extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to
November 9, 2017, in order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity to
comment on the Project. This comment period is an extension of 40 days beyond
the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15073 (a). Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. The Project location is within the site boundary of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries
of the City of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721
North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 20041. Please also refer to Topical
Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology
and water quality impacts from the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8.
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L11-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L11-15 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L11-16 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or

preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-12 - Responses to Comments from Greg Merideth, made on behalf of the board of The Eagle
Rock Association (TERA), dated October 9, 2017

L12-1 Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of the request from The Eagle
Rock Association regarding the Project.

L12-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L12-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L12-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L12-5 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue

relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-13 - Responses to Comments from Mark Pestrella and Shari Afshari of the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, dated October 10, 2017

L13-1 The period to provide comments on the Draft MND began on August 31, 2017,
and was extended from September 30, 2017, to October 20, 2017, then again to
November 9, 2017, in order to provide the public with the fullest opportunity to
comment on the Project. This comment period is an extension of 40 days beyond
the minimum 20-day public review period for a MND as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15073 (a).

L13-2 The City has complied with all noticing requirements applicable to the Project.
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has been nofified in

Q Stantec
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L13-3

accordance with the legal requirements governing its nofification by the City of
the Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND. In accordance therewith, the City
published multiple notices of the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration as
follows:

. By delivering 15 copies on August 30, 2017 to the State Clearinghouse
J By delivering two copies to the Los Angeles County Clerk

. Newspaper publication

. By mailing notices, including but not limited to notices addressed to

Donald L. Wolfe, Director — Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works and Fred M. Rubin Environmental Programs Division — Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works

Additionally, on September 29th, the City submitted notice of the extension of the
comment period deadline to October 20, 2017 by delivering the notice of
extension to the State Clearinghouse, Los Angeles County Clerk, and mailing
notices in the same manner as indicated above.

Therefore, the City has indeed provided adequate notice of its proposed MND
and the extension of the comment period from September 30, 2017 to October
20, 2017, with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works management
receiving at least two mailed notices. Additionally, the City also granted County
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works' request, in its correspondence dated
October 10, 2017, for an extension of fime of 30 days, for the comment period on
the proposed MND. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Ms. Shari Afshari will be contacted with any questions or concerns regarding the
comments made in this letter.

L-14 - Responses to Comments from Francis F Coburn, dated October 15, 2017

L14-1

L14-2

Q Stantec

The comments have been included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The existing pipeline that takes Scholl Canyon Landfill Gas (methane gas) to
Grayson can be used. Currently at Grayson, landfill gas can be combusted only
in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5. Landfill gas combusted at Grayson is costly and
produces more air emission than the new units constructed as part of the Project
that would benefit from new technology and state of the art air clean up systems.
Furthermore, of the units that currently burn landfill gas at Grayson, Unit 3 is
presently out of service and Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life.
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L14-3

L14-4

L14-5

Q Stantec

SCAQMD is currently promulgation Rule 1135 that will require all the existing units
at Grayson to be retrofitted with current Best Available Control Technology o
comply with current air emission standards which would be extremely costly if
even technologically possible for such old units. The City has determined that
siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is
more efficient and cost effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport
landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also refer to Topical Response No.
2.

The glut of power available on the market is not relevant to the use of the existing
landfill gas pipeline between Grayson and Scholl Canyon. The existing boilers that
burn the landfill gas are old, inefficient and scheduled to be demolished. The new
replaced equipment, due to technical reasons, cannot burn landfill gas and
therefore the pipeline is no longer needed.

Before Toyon landfill was closed, a 9 MW power plant, similar to the proposed
Biogas Renewable Generation Project, was constructed to burn the produced
landfill gas. Since the closure of Toyon landfill in the mid-1980s, the production of
landfill gas has diminished where only sufficient landfill gas is available to produce
1 MW of electricity. The T MW power plant will cost $3.29 million.

Landfill gas is a free renewable source of energy and since all the landfill gas
produced is required to be incinerated, it makes economic sense to utilize all the
free energy to produce electricity rather than flare the landfill gas.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.

The Commenter cites a Los Angeles Times Article that opinions that California has
a glut of electricity. The availability of the glut of electricity in California is
irelevant to the residents of Glendale because sufficient transmission capacity is
not available to bring this excess electricity into the City of Glendale. Therefore,
the City has to generate as much power internally as possible and the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project is located within the City limits. The assertions in
this article reflect a broad survey of state projects that do not reflect on locall
power needs or on local constraints to obtain sufficient reliable power. The
purpose of the Project is set forth in the MND and in Topical Response No. 2.

As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill
gas produced at the landfill is fransported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is fransmitted to the
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L14-6

L14-7

L14-8

L14-9

L14-10

Q Stantec

electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill instead of fransferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the
City of Glendale, and ifs citizens including:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power
generating equipment;

o Offsetf the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a
free source of landfill gas to produce power;

e Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and

o Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity info
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades.

The City has determined that siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project atf
the Scholl Canyon Landfill is more efficient and cost effective than continuing to
utilize a pipeline to transport landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also
refer to Topical Response No. 2 and Response to Comment No. L14-5.

The landfill gas power generating facilities proposed for the Project have been
optimally designed based on the volume of expected landfill gas produced by
the landfill over the economic life of the power production facilities. Please also
refer to Topical Response No. 2.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L14-3.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4.

The landfill gas power generating facilities proposed for the Project have been
optimally designed based on the volume of expected landfill gas produced by
the landfill over the economic life of the power production facilities.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.
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L-15 - Responses to Comments from Joan Morris, dated October 15, 2017

L15-1

L15-2

L15-3

L15-4

L15-5

L15-6

L15-7

L15-8

L15-9

L15-10

L15-11

L15-12

L15-13

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

While the landfill is visible from Glenoaks Canyon the Project is not visible from
Glenoaks Canyon. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3.

L-16 - Responses to Comments from MeHee Hyun, dated October 16, 2017

L16-1

L16-2

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L-17 - Responses to Comments from Susan Phillips, dated October 16, 2017

L17-1 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4.

L17-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9, and Section 3.12 (Noise) and
Section 3.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft MND. The Project construction does not
include any mining activity, blasting or pile driving. Please also refer to Draft MND
Section 2 (Project Description).

L17-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L17-2.
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L17-4

L17-5

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City's
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information
regarding the Project can be found on the Project welbsite at:
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill
website home page at: hitps://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 10.

L-18 - Responses to Comments from Communities United, dated October 17, 2017

L18-1

L18-2

L18-3

L18-4

L18-5

L18-6

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The comment does not identify a specific environmental
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The City agrees that flaring methane is better for the environment than releasing
it. The presence of a power generation facility at the Scholl Canyon Landfill
would not be used to justify prolonging operation of the landfill. Please also refer
to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
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L-19 - Responses to Comments from David Choi, dated October 17, 2017

L19-1

L19-2

L19-3

L19-4

L19-5

L19-6

L19-7

L19-8

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los
Angeles on North Main Street.

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the Project
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area.
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in
accordance with SCQAMD guidance and approval. These stations are the
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding
three years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. é.

The commenter indicates that there is no mention of toxic air contaminants in the
Draft MND. The toxic air contaminants emission inventory and health risk
assessment are discussed on page 3.3.44 through 3.3.48. As discussed in the Draft
MND, the cancer risk, chronic hazard index, and acute hazard index of the
Project are below the health risk significance thresholds that are suggested by
SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. Please also
refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
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L-20 - Responses to Comments from Marie Freeman, dated October 17, 2017

L20-1

As requested, you will be included on the distribution list for future public notices
regarding the Project.

L-21 - Responses to Comments from Marla Nelson, dated October 17, 2017

L21-1

As requested, you will be included on the distribution list for future public notices
regarding the Project.

L-22 - Responses to Comments from Nancy Robbins, dated October 17, 2017

22-1

22-2

22-3

22-4

22-5

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Draft MND Section 3.6 (Geology and Soils), Section 3.8 (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), and Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-23 - Responses to Comments from Lijin Sun, South Coast Air Quality Management District

(SCAQMD), dated October 17, 2017

L23-1 The City also appreciates comments from SCAQMD.

L23-2 The City does not concur with the SCAQMD Staff’'s summary of the Project
Description because the existing landfill gas collection system will not be
demolished; it will continue to be used to collect the landfill gas for the Project.

L23-3 The City concurs with the SCAQMD Staff’s summary of the Air Quality Analysis.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. é.

Q Stantec 650



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L23-4

L23-5

L23-6

L23-7

L23-8

L23-9

Q Stantec

In response to SCAQMD Staff's comments regarding Air Quality Cumulative
Impacts Analysis, please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

In response to SCAQMD Staff’'s comments regarding Energy Input Rating, the
manufacturer’s specified maximum energy input of 23.9 MMBtu/hr is based on
the lower heating value; the manufacturer provides an energy input rating of
26.34 MMBtu/hr based on the higher heating value. This heat input rating is
provided by the manufacturer on the proposal form that is specific to the Project.

The greenhouse gas emissions will be revised based on the heat input rating of
26.4 MMBtu/hr per engine. The heat input for four engines would be 105.6
MMBtu/hr, which result in a total greenhouse gas emission of 48,616 MT/year.

In response to SCAQMD Staff’'s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD
Rule 1149 - Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning and Degassing, the existing
landfill gas pipeline would be abandoned in place. The line would be purged
with an inert gas such as nitrogen to ensure there are no VOC gaseous materials
left in the pipe. Then, the line will be capped with cement plugs or similar items on
each end.

In response to SCAQMD Staff’'s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD
Rule 1403 — Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities, the asbestos
survey will be amended should demolition plans change.

In response to SCAQMD Staff’'s comments regarding Compliance with SCAQMD
Rule 1150.1 — Control of Gaseous Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills,
because the proposed landfill combustion system, which consists of the engines,
is expected to meet the Rule 1150.1 requirements, 1150.1 Alternative Compliance
Plan is not required to be submitted. Source tests will be conducted to
demonstrate the Rule 1150.1 requirements paragraph (d)(1)(C) (i) and
(d)(1)(C)(iv)(l). Additionally, each of the proposed engines will also be equipped
with monitoring and recording devices (tfemperature and gas flow) to
demonstrate compliance with paragraph (e)(7)(A).

In response to SCAQMD Staff’'s comments regarding Compliance with California
Code of Regulation Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 5 — Portable Engine and
Equipment Registration, any equipment brought onsite will be registered with
CARB under PERP. If such equipment meets any conditions of the PERP regulation
or the Stationary Engine ATCM that require the issuance of a local operating
permit, GWP will then submit appropriate applications to SCAQMD. GWP or its
contractors will notify SCAQMD of any portable engines that are brought on-site
as required in state and local regulations. Please also refer to Topical Response
Nos. 4 and 6.
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L23-10

L23-11

SCAQMD is correct that the City intends to utilize the Final MND for CEQA
compliance related to any permits requested from SCAQMD for the Project and
will ensure that accurate information pertaining to facilities requiring a permit will
be included in the Final MND.

SCAQMD has been added to the Final MND as a Responsible Agency per your
request.

The City appreciates SCAQMD's offer of assistance to answer questions regarding
your CEQA comments and will contact you in the event any clarifications of your
comments are needed.

L-24 - Responses to Comments from Brian Bard, dated October 18, 2017

L24-1

L24-2

L24-3

L24-4

L24-5

L24-6

L24-7

L24-8

L24-9

Thank you for tfransmittal of comment letter L24. The comments have been
included in the Final MND.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The comment does not identify a specific environmental
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-25 - Responses to Comments from Celine Abrahams, dated October 18, 2017

L25-1

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
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L25-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L25-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L25-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L25-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.

L25-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

L25-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L25-8 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City's
website atf: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The
enfrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L25-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or

preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-26 - Responses to Comments from Rick Marquis of Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association
(GOCHA), dated October 18, 2017

L26-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L26-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L26-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
L26-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.
Q Stantec 855
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L26-5

L26-6

L26-7

L26-8

L26-9

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill
gas produced at the landfill is fransported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is fransmitted to the
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill instead of fransferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the
City of Glendale, and its citizens including:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power
generating equipment;

o Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a
free source of landfill gas to produce power;

o Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and

e Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity into
the electrical grid without a need for tfransmission facility upgrades.

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 4.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and é.

As stated in the Draft MND, the City is evaluating approaches to comply with
California Assembly Bill 1594 which precludes accounting of green waste used as
alternative daily cover in the 50 percent waste diversion by recycling
requirements of State law. Use of green waste digesters which would produce
methane for use as fuel in vehicles or for power production is being evaluated to
meet the requirements of this law by 2020. The location of digesters, if used, has
not been determined. Please also refer to the Draft MND Section 3.19 (Mandatory
Findings of Significance) and Topical Response No. 4.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.
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L26-10

L26-11

L26-12

L26-13

L26-14

L26-15

L26-16

L26-17

L26-18

L26-19

L26-20

Q Stantec

Please refer Draft MND Table 1.5-1 Agency Permits and Environmental Review
Requirements. This table summarizes the agencies that will have permitting and
environmental review oversight of the Project beyond Glendale’s jurisdictional
limits. These include California Air Resources Board (review the Draft MND),
SCAQMD (Responsible Agency), Los Angeles Department of Public Health
(Responsible Agency), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(stormwater pollution and prevention), and the Los Angeles County Department
of Public Works (review of the Draft MND). These agencies represent the
surrounding area and their review is incorporated into the Final MND. Further, the
Final MND is required to analyze impacts of the Project on the environment
regardless of jurisdictional limits. The Final MND has adequately evaluated Project
impacts as required by CEQA. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7, specifically, the Project is proposed to be
located within the existing boundaries of the Scholl Canyon landfill on a non-fill
portion of the site; it will be located on bedrock. There are hundreds of biogas
facilities located adjacent to landfills that burn landfill gas in California and across
the United States. For example, there are biogas facilities that burn landfill gas
located at Toyon Canyon, Sylmar, Calabasas, Perris, Halfmoon Bay, Puente Hills,
and Brea, California to name a few. There are no Project or cumulative impacts
that are not mitigated to a level of less than significance.

There are no Project or cumulative impacts that are not mitigated to a level of
less than significance.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
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L26-21

L26-22

L26-23

L26-24

L26-25

L26-26

L26-27

L26-28

L26-29

Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project would be located at Scholl Canyon Landfill site, an existing Class |l
nonhazardous landfill facility that accepts municipal solid waste and is not a
generator of, or repository for, hazardous wastes. Please also refer to Section 3.8
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8.

The Project would be located at Scholl Canyon Landfill, an existing Class Il
nonhazardous landfill facility that accepts municipal solid waste and is not a
generator of, or repository for, hazardous wastes. Please also refer to Section 3.8
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8.

Please refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND
and Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND
and Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-27 - Responses to Comments from Marla Nelson, dated October 18, 2017

L27-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L27-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L27-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L27-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L27-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Q Stantec 8 58
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L27-6

L27-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-28 - Responses to Comments from Martins Aiyetiwa, County of Los Angeles Department of

L28-1

Public Works, dated October 18, 2017

Thank you for your comment regarding tfransmittal of comment letter L13. The
period to provide comments on the Draft MND was extended to November 9,
2017. Please also refer to response to Comment Letter No. L13 and Topical
Response No. 10.

L-29 - Responses to Comments from Owen and Robin Lewis, dated October 18, 2017

L29-1

L29-2

L29-3

L29-4

L29-5

L29-6

L29-7

L29-8

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

The Notice was provided to invite the public to provide comments on the
environmental document. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.

Please refer to Topical Response No. é and Section 3.3 (Air Quality) of the Draft
MND.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 9 and Section 3.12 (Noise) of the Draft MND.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No 6.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.

An MND does not mandate evaluation of Project alternatives. The Project has
independent utility from the Grayson Repowering Project and Scholl Canyon
Landfill. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. The City has determined
that siting a Biogas Renewable Generation Project at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is
more efficient and cost effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport
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L29-9-17

landfill gas to the Grayson Power Plant. Please also refer to Topical Response No.
2.

Comments L29-9 through L29-17 contain the commenter’s opinion about the site,
Project and costs associated with the Project. Nowhere does the Draft MND state
that the existing pipeline is deficient. The potential environmental impacts of the
project were evaluated pursuant to CEQA and that analysis demonstrates that alll
potential environmental impacts would be no impact, a less than significant
impact, or less than significant impact with mitigation. CEQA does not require the
Project to incorporate all suggested alternatives or suggested mitigation
measures.

L-30 - Responses to Comments from Sue Flocco, dated October 18, 2017

L30-1

L30-2

L30-3

L30-4

L30-5

L30-6

L30-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-31 - Responses to Comments from Clarence A. Hall, dated October 19, 2017

L31-1

L31-2

Q Stantec

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1
and 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

8.60



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L31-3

L31-4

L31-5

L31-6

L31-7

Q Stantec

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1
and 7.

As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Building Code and the Glendale Building and
Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility
structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts related to rupture of
a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground-shaking are considered less
than significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The Draft MND is specific to the design, construction, and operation of the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. The geotechnical study prepared for the Project
relates directly to the Project which will be located on a non-fill portion of the
existing Scholl Canyon Landfill with underlying soil conditions consisting mainly of
dense to very dense silty sands over slightly weathered, hard bedrock. As stated
in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale
Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events
impacting facility structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts at
the Project site related to rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic
ground-shaking are considered less than significant. Please also refer to Topicall
Response No. 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to
Topical Response Nos 1 and 8.

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is
located northerly of the entrance. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site
is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90041. However, the Project site is
located approximately 0.4 miles northeast of California Highway 134. The first
sentence on the last paragraph on page 3.6.1 of the Draft MND has been
corrected to read “California Highway 134 is located approximately 0.25 miles
southwest of the scales and entry/exit gate to the site on Scholl Canyon Road...”
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L31-8
L31-9
L31-10
L31-11
L31-12

Q Stantec

Other comments are informational in nature and therefore do not identify a
specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other
comments are informational in nature. . The commenter’s statement is included in
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other comments are
informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other
comments are informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology
and water quality impacts from the Project. Please refer to also Topical Response
No 1.

As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Building Code and the Glendale Building and
Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facility
structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts related to rupture of
a known earthquake fault or strong seismic ground-shaking are considered less
than significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
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L31-13
L31-14
L31-15
L31-16
L31-17
L31-18

Q Stantec

with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. . The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND and the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. Other
comments are informational in nature. The commenter’s statement is included in
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 and 8.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for
a discussion of potential hydrology and water quality impacts from the Project.
Please refer to also Topical Response Nos 1 and 7.

The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 7.

There may be as yet undiscovered faults that are not and were not mapped in
1952 orin 1989. Nonetheless, the Project is being constructed to comply with
California Building Code, ASCE 7, and Glendale Building and Safety Code 2016
which considers the risk of seismic events impacting facilities and structures. The
current building and safety code standards that address seismic risk are far
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L31-19

L31-20

L31-21

L31-22

L31-23

superior than in 1952, and the MND thoroughly analyzes seismic risk based on the
most current data in light of the CEQA threshold. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The commenter states an opinion about geologic mapping generally of the area
of Scholl Canyon. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be designed and constructed in
accordance with the California Building Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale
Building and Safety Code 2016 which considers the risk of seismic events
impacting facility structures. The Draft MND concluded that potential impacts at
the Project site related to rupture of a known earthquake fault or strong seismic
ground-shaking are considered less than significant. Please also refer to Topical
Response No. 7.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion Project that is being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to
Topical Response No. 1.

L-32 - Responses to Comments from Dennis Malone, dated October 19, 2017

L32-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L32-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L32-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L32-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L32-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L32-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L32-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
Q Stantec 8 64
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L-33 - Responses to Comments from Elizabeth Ferrari, dated October 19, 2017

L33-1

L33-2

L33-3

L33-4

L33-5

L33-6

L33-7

L33-8

L33-9

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-34 - Responses to Comments from Gary Sysock, dated October 19, 2017

L34-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L34-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L34-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L34-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L34-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L34-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L34-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
Q Stantec 8 45
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L-35 - Responses o Comments from Gerry Rankin, dated October 19, 2017

L35-1

L35-2

L35-3

L35-4

L35-5

Q Stantec

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City's
website atf: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. The City alternately
identifies projects using street addresses or by name on the City’s Planning
Department Environmental Review webpage. The Project was identified by its
street address on this webpage in a similar manner as other projects. The
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience. It appears that the
gentleman to whom you placed your inquiry was misinformed. The Draft MND for
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project was available for public review from
August 30, 2017 through November 9, 2017, and continues to remain available,
on the City of Glendale Community Development’s website aft:
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/, and at the Glendale Central Library
located at 222 E. Harvard Street, Glendale California 90215. Copies of the Draft
MND are also available at the Community Development Department of the City
of Glendale, 633 East Broadway, Room 103, Glendale, California 91026-4386.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-1. Please refer to also Topical
Response No. 10.

The information provided to the commenter from the gentleman that kindly
provided a general description was essentially correct except that a gas line
owned by the City would not be extended to assist in the purifying process. As
described in the Draft MND, the Project would connect to the existing Sanitation
District landfill gas collection system.

The information provided to the commenter was essentially correct; however, it
should be noted that the proposed anaerobic digester project is not a part of the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and is not needed for the Project. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The commenter asks a series of questions concerning how the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project will be constructed, and whether it would be expanded in
relation to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Project. The comment suggests that the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project is the beginning of more projects at Scholl
Canyon. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project does not include any future
expansion and is separate from any plans to expand the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.
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L35-6

L35-7

L35-8

L35-9

L35-10

Q Stantec

The Scholl Canyon Landfill gas pipeline is currently permitted and meets
regulatory requirements. The pipeline and its proposed decommissioning is
analyzed as part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Currently at
Grayson, landfill gas can be combusted only in the boilers of Units 3, 4, and 5.
Landfill gas combusted at Grayson is costly and produces more air emission than
the new units constructed as part of the Project that would benefit from new
technology and state of the art air clean up systems. Furthermore, of the units
that currently burn landfill gas at Grayson, Unit 3 is presently out of service and
Units 4 and 5 have limited remaining useful life. SCAQMD is currently promulgating
Rule 1135 that will require all the existing units at Grayson to be retrofitted with
current Best Available Control Technology to comply with current air emission
standards which would be extremely costly if even technologically possible for
such old units. The City has determined that siting a Biogas Renewable
Generation Project af the Scholl Canyon Landfill is more efficient and cost
effective than continuing to utilize a pipeline to transport landfill gas to the
Grayson Power Plant. Also, please refer to Response to Comment Letter No. L14
and Topical Response No. 2

The City provided public notice of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA
requirements. The DRAFT Environmental Impact Report, Grayson Repowering
Project prepared for City of Glendale Water and Power by Stantec Consulting
Services Inc., is available in hard copy at the Glendale Central Library Glendale
History Room Reference (333.7932 DRA). Please refer to the following link:
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument2id=38536.

The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience, and assures you that a
hard copy of the Draft MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project was
placed at the Cenfral Library. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L28-7
above. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-1.

The commenter states an opinion that three other projects are tied to the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon. The Biogas Renewable
Generation Project has independent utility from Scholl Canyon Landfill, Grayson
Repowering Project and from a possible future anaerobic digestion project.
Please Refer to Topical Response No. 1 and 2. The MND considered the Scholl
Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, and the Green Waste Digester Project with the
Grayson Repowering Project in Section 3.19 of the Draft MND. Please refer to also
Response to Comment No. L35-2 above.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Power Plant
Repowering Project are separate and independent projects that are being
evaluated through separate CEQA processes. Either project could proceed
independently of one another. The only common physical component is the
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L35-11

L35-12

L35-13

L35-14

L35-15

Q Stantec

existing landfill gas pipeline which will be abandoned in place as part of the
Project. Cumulative impacts that could result from the Project in combination
with past, current, or probably future projects are discussed in the Draft MND
Section 3.19. The Grayson Power Plant Repowering Project is one of the projects in
combination with the Project that is considered in the cumulative impacts
assessment. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2.

The City has not determined whether to proceed with a Green Waste Digester
Project at Scholl Canyon Landfill. If it proceeds, it would be evaluated as a
separate and independent project through a separate CEQA process.
Cumulative impacts that could result from the Project in combination with past,
current, or probably future projects are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.19
and Topical Response No. 4.

The City has an exclusive negotiating agreement with a private entity, Waste
Resources, Inc., a California corporation, OWS, Inc, an Ohio corporation, and
SCORE, LLC, a special purpose joint venture entity (collectively, the
“Developers”), is in the process of determining the feasibility of developing an
infegrated resource recovery and energy conservation facility (the anaerobic
digestion project). After the Developers complete their feasibility study, the City
will then have the opportunity to evaluate and decide whether it is in the City's
interest to pursue such a project. Until a potential anaerobic digestion project is
evaluated as potentially feasible it is premature to assume such a project would
move forward, and if it does it would need to undergo separate review under
CEQA.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4,
and 9.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-12.

Potential aesthetics impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant aesthetics impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the

8.68



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L35-16

L35-17

decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.

As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill
gas produced at the landfill is fransported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is fransmitted to the
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to confinue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill instead of fransferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the
City of Glendale, and its citizens including:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power
generating equipment;

e Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a
free source of landfill gas to produce power;

o Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and

e Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity info
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Draft MND Section 3.19, and Topical
Response No. 3.

L-36 - Responses to Comments from Helen Mallory, dated October 19, 2017

L36-1

L36-2

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Air quality assessment performed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for constfruction
and operation of the Project concluded that emissions in combination with
ambient air quality would not exceed thresholds of significance based on
California Ambient Air Quality Standards, National Ambient Air Quality Standards,
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L36-4

L36-5

L36-6

L36-7

L36-8

Q Stantec

and South Coast Air Quality Management District allowable pollutant increases.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality
monitoring statfion located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los
Angeles on North Main Street.

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used o
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area.
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Cenfral Los
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in
accordance with SCQAMD guidance and approval. These stations are the
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please
refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The commenter states that the MND relied on 2008 seismic maps instead of the
more recent 2014 maps. As stated in the Draft MND, Project facilities will be
designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable California Building
Code, ASCE 7, and the Glendale Building and Safety Code which considers the
risk of seismic events impacting facility structures. All structures will be designed in
accordance with the current edition of the California Building Code and
Glendale Building and Safety Code that is in effect at the fime the facility is
designed. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.
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L36-9 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’'s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L36-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L36-11 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L36-12 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1T and 3.

L36-13 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

L36-14 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

L36-15 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

Q Stantec
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L-37 - Responses to Comments from Linda Pillsbury, dated October 19, 2017

L37-1

L37-2

L37-3

L37-4

L37-5

L37-6

L37-7

L37-8

L37-9

L37-10

Thank you for your comment regarding transmittal of Comment Letter No. L37.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please
also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer o Topical Response No. 4.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 10.
Please refer Response fo Comment No. L37-5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.

The landfill is the source of methane emissions. The Project incinerates methane
generated by the landfill; methane is a potent GHG with a significantly higher
global warming potential than emissions from combustion. Please refer to Topical
Response No. 1 and 3.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 10.

L-38 - Responses to Comments from Liz Amsden, dated October 19, 2017

L38-1

L38-2

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical
Response Nos. 1 and 3.
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L38-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L38-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The
enfrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041.

L38-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L38-6 Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential hydrology
and water quality impacts from the Project.

L38-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.

L38-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

L38-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9.

L38-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 9.

L38-11 Draft MND Section 3.16, which demonstrates that the Project would result in less
than significant traffic and fransportation impacts. Please also refer to Topical
Response No. 1 and 9.

L38-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L38-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8.

L38-14 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.

L38-15 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L38-16 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.

Stantec
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L-39 - Responses o Comments from Marie Freeman, dated October 19, 2017

L39-1

L39-2

L39-3

L39-4

L39-5

L39-6

L39-7

L39-8

L39-9

L39-10

L39-11

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The commenter makes a conclusory statement that there is sufficient evidence to
support a fair argument that the mitigation measures may not achieve the goal
of reducing impacts [of the Project] below a level of significance. However, the
commenter does not provide any evidence to support this statement. The City of
Glendale disagrees with the commenter’s statement. Please refer to Topical
Response No. 3.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 and 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

The evaluation of environmental factors in the Draft MND considered the area
surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill that could be impacted by the Project.
The analysis of each environmental factor considered the extent to which
impacts could reasonably be determined to occur including offsite locations. No
arbitrary City, County, or community boundary was applied that limited the
evaluation of environmental impacts. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L35-11
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L39-13

L39-14

L39-15

L39-16

L39-17

L39-18

L39-19
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Please refer to Response to Comment No L35-11. Please refer to also Draft MND
Section 3.19, Topical Response No. 4.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please
also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6, Response to Comment No. L23,
and Draft MND Section 3.19.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 and Response to Comment No. L23.

The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality
monitoring station located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los
Angeles on North Main Street.

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area.
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please
refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during construction and
operation of the Project no significant air quality impacts would occur. Please
also refer to Topical Response No. é.

The commenter expresses concern that relocating the landfill gas combustion for
power generation from Grayson Power Plant to Scholl Canyon Landfill will add air
pollutants to the surrounding residential and commercial receptors.
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e The MND has shown the emission increase of criteria pollutants and health
risk assessment results for the region surrounding the Project do not
exceed the significance thresholds set by SCAQMD.

The commenter makes the statement “The project’s four reciprocating internal
combustion engines have a capacity to burn 5,532 cubic feet per minute (scfm),
while the MND reports that the landfill produces about 5,000 cubic feet per
minute.”

e The air dispersion model performed based on the emission rates from
combusting landfill gas at their full capacity of 5,532 cubic feet per minute
even though the current average landfill gas production is about 5,000
cubic feet per minute. The analysis of emissions at the higher fuel
throughput rate is a conservative, worst-case analysis.

The commenter expresses concern that the air dispersion model does not appear
to take intfo account “fugitive™ gas or leaks from gas pipes.

e Emissions of methane or VOCs are not part of ambient airimpact analyses
models because ambient air quality standards do not exist for such
pollutants. Additionally, the landfill currently has the potential to release
fugitive emissions of methane and VOCs from the existing landfill gas
collection system which is required to prevent even greater emissions of
these pollutants through the soil and surface area of the landfill. The
Biogas Renewable Generation Project does not change the configuration
or operation of the landfill gas collection system.

e The project includes the decommissioning of a 5.5-mile gas tfransmission
pipeline that transfers landfill gas to the Grayson plant and eliminates any
existing potential for leaks from that pipeline. The Project will also require in
the installation of a new and modern fuel delivery system to serve the
engines. Please refer to Project Description of the Draft MND, Section 2.
The Project will replace the existing fuel processing equipment with a new
gas clean up and gas condensate system to supply the engines that will
generate the electricity. The Project will not increase the potential for
fugitive emissions.

The commenter expresses concern regarding the utilization of the landfill gas flare
system once the power plant is built.

e The currently SCAQMD permitted flare system is used when the boilers at
Grayson Power Plant can't burn the landfill gas due to maintenance or
breakdown. Once the proposed engines are installed, the utilization of the

Q Stantec
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L39-20

L39-21

L39-22

L39-23

Q Stantec

flare system will not be greater than the current condition because landfill
gas will continue to be flared only during engine maintenance or
breakdown regardless of where those engines are located. In fact, the
utilization of the flare is expected to be much less because new engines
will likely to have less maintenance or breakdown events than the existing
boilers at Grayson that are up to 70 years old.

The commenter makes the statement “If an anaerobic digestion system is built,
will additional engines be required?2 How will this affect air quality?

¢ Additional engines are not proposed as part of the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.

¢ If an anaerobic digestion system is ultimately proposed, it would also be
subject to a robust air quality analysis and SCAQMD permitting program. If
impacts from a future project exceed SCAQMD permitting standards
(which are in line with CEQA significance determination criteria), then the
project would not qualify for SCAQMD permits and would not be built.

The commenter questions “How will the new plant be infegrated with a cost-
effective leak detection and pipe integrity monitoring system for both closed and
active parts of the landfille”

e The City will comply with any applicable leak detection and repair
regulations affecting the landfill. Both active and inactive components of
the landfill will continue to be regulated by SCAQMD regardless of the
Project. The SCAQMD regulations include provisions to ensure the
efficiency and integrity of the landfill gas collection and methane
destruction systems. Because the engines proposed for the Project will be
used to destroy fugitive methane emissions from the landfill, they will also
be regulated by SCAQMD to ensure compliance with federal and local
landfill methane capture and destruction efficiency standards.

As stated in Sections 1.1 and 2.3.1 of the Draft MND, the existing fransmission
system will be used to deliver generated electricity info the electrical grid without
a need for transmission facility upgrades. Connection will be to the existing 12.47
kV distribution line currently serving the Sanitation District’s facilities and the
existing gas processing equipment at the Project site.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.
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L39-25

L39-26

L39-27

L39-28

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Section 3.15 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
recreation impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
construction and operation of the Project no significant recreation impacts would
occur.

The Draft MND does address lighting and aesthetic impacts. As stated in Section
3.1 of the Draft MND, “Existing sources of light and glare in the Project vicinity
include automatic night lighting in the equipment and scales facility and
portable light towers at the adjacent SCLF. Existing light and glare sources atf the
Project site consist of security lighting located at the Sanitation District office
trailers and overlooking the chemical storage areas. The lights are hooded and
pointed downward in order to minimize glare. LFG flaring is contained within
open cylinder flares, which have no direct flame and are not a source of light or
glare.” The analysis concluded that during construction and operation of the
Project no significant aesthetics impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical
Response No. 5.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations, including hazardous waste
management associated with those operations, are not a component of the
Project.

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 8.

The comment does noft identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response
Nos. T and 8.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations, including hazardous waste
management associated with those operations, are not a component of the
Project. The Project is not located in a “fill area” or "active” portion of the Landfill.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 8.

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
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L39-29

L39-30

L39-31

L39-32

L39-33

L39-34

Q Stantec

construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials
impacts would occur.

Components of the Biogas Renewable Generation facility are described in
Section 2 of the Draft MND, including the process to manage liquid condensate
as a byproduct of landfill gas, use and storage of ammonia, and location of
chemical storage.

Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
hazardous materials impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
construction and operation of the Project no significant hazardous materials
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

A twelve-inch water line is the size required to provide the fire flow in accordance
with the California Fire Code (CFC). Fire hydrants will be located within the Project
site in accordance with the CFC. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The anaerobic digester is not part of the Project; there are no new fransmission
lines being constructed. The Project will not tie into So Cal Edison’s high-tension
fransmission lines. The Project wiill tie into Glendale’s existing electrical distribution
system. The risk of fire due to the Project has been assessed and described in the
Draft MND as less than significant. Access roads for the Project site will be
designed to specification of the Glendale Building and Safety Code and
Glendale Fire Code in order to accommodate emergency response vehicles. In
addition, alternative site evacuation routes would be available via Scholl Canyon
Road, and through various existing roads throughout the landfill depending on
potential wildfire location. The Project does not include any component that
would result in inadequate emergency access to the site or surrounding areas.
Vehicles are not anticipated to block roadways or intersections, reduce speed
below the speed limit on roadways, or to interfere with access of emergency
vehicles. Therefore, based on the information presented in the Draft MND no
impacts affecting emergency access would occur from the Project. Please also
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.

No water will not be used in the gas scrubbing process. Potable water will only be
used for the restroom, emergency showers and eye wash stations, or where
human contact could be expected, and for firefighting.

The Project will have one water closet and two sinks and be manned with two
operators, eight hours a day, five days a week, the actual water consumption will
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L39-36

L39-37

L39-38

L39-39

Q Stantec

be significantly less than the 450 gallons per day as provided in Section 3.18 of the
Draft MND.

Please refer to the Draft MND Section 3.18 (Utilities and Service Systems) for a
discussion of water usage for the Project.

The Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project has no connection to the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. The Final Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project
EIR considered multiple alternatives to the Sheldon Non-Potable Water Reservorr,
which is next to an existing reservoir near the Rose Bowl, and determined that the
Sheldon Non-Potable Water Reservoir is the best alternative for this reservoir, as
indicated in the Draft EIR which is Volume 1 of the Final EIR. Also, the portion of
the existing Glendale Recycled Water System that will connect to the City of
Pasadena includes conversion of an existing potable reservoir to a non-potable
reservoir and in Pasadena’s Draft EIR it is labeled as “Existing Glendale Potable
Water Reservoir at Scholl Canyon”. This reservoir is not in the landfill and is
actually called the Glenoaks 1666 Tank. There are not four non-potable water
storage facilities at the landfill listed in Pasadena’s Draft or Final EIR. Additionally,
all pumping facilities supplying the one existing tank, are already existing and
receive power from the City of Glendale, none of them receive power from the
landfill.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. Ongoing Scholl Canyon Landfill operations are not a component of the
Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or
CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
emergency access impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during
construction and operation of the Project no significant emergency access
impacts would occur. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Regardless of whether the landfill is open or closed,
methane will continue to be produced by from the organic degradation of
materials in the landfill. Landfill gas is required to be combusted.
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The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-40 - Responses to Comments from Michael Mallory, dated October 19, 2017

L40-1

L40-2

L40-3

L40-4

L40-5

L40-6

L40-7

L40-8

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. é. Please refer to Response to Comment L24-
1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. Please refer to Response to Comment L24.

Please refer to Response to Comment L24-6. Please also refer to Topical Response
Nos. 1, 8, and 9.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7. Please refer to also Response to Comment
L24-7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. Please refer to also Response to Comment
L24-8.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’'s
deliberations on the Project.

L-41 - Responses to Comments from Miri and Andrew Hindes, dated October 19, 2017

L41-1

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance

8.81



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
March 9, 2018

with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-42 - Responses to Comments from Monica Cheang, dated October 19, 2017

L42-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L42-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L42-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L42-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L42-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L42-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L42-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-43 - Responses to Comments from Peter Finestone, dated October 19, 2017

L43-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L43-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.

L43-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

L43-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L43-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.
L43-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue

relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker's consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-44 - Responses to Comments from R Kataoka, dated October 19, 2017

L44-1 Please refer to Section 3.15 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential
recreation impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that during

Q Stantec
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L44-2

L44-3

L44-4

L44-5

L44-6

L44-7

L44-8

construction and operation of the Project no significant recreation impacts would
occur.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-45- Responses to Comments from Sharon Landin, dated October 19, 2017

L45-1

L45-2

L45-3

Q Stantec

The purpose of the existing site description on the MND document is to describe
the general location of the landfill relative to the landmarks, such as parks,
freeways, or, stadium. Please refer to Draft MND Sections 2.0 and 3.0. The air
quality impact study does not omit or neglect the effect of the Project emissions
on the surrounding and regional residential and commercial receptors. Please
also refer to Topical Response No. é.

The relevant wind patterns are included in the air dispersion modeling as part of
the ambient air quality analysis. According to EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality
Models, one of the factor to determine the most representative meteorological
datais the historical prevailing wind direction at the meteorological monitoring
station. The Burbank meteorological monitoring station was selected based upon
SCAQMD guidance and the inference that airflow at the Scholl Canyon Landfill
will be similar to that experience at the Burbank monitoring station. Additionally,
five years of meteorological data were studied to account the variations of wind
direction because there is no meteorological monitoring station at the Project
site.

The net emission increase during the construction phase of the Project was
calculated by subtracting the total construction emissions, which is the total
emissions from flaring and earth-moving activity, from baseline emissions. The flare
emissions from the Project are based upon historic emission factors, which were
calculated by averaging the emission factors reported in SCAQMD Annual
Emission Reports (AER) from 2011 through 2014 and the results of source test
conducted in 2015. The baseline emissions were based on the average emissions
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L45-4

L45-5

L45-6

L45-7

L45-8

Q Stantec

from landfill gas combustion in the boilers at Grayson Power Plant as reported in
2011 through 2015 SCAQMD AERs.

To determine if Project Emissions are within SCAQMD’s Localized Significance
Thresholds (LST), it is appropriate to consider only construction emissions (including
flare emissions), without subtracting existing boiler emissions. These emissions are
shown to be below SCAQMD LSTs. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The Project description includes a narrative that describes the flaring activity
during construction. Please refer to Draft MND Section 2.0. The Draft MND also
analyzes the impacts of flaring in Section 3.3.

As outlined in 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data used to
evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected on the project
site as long as the data are representative of the air quality in the subject area.
The most representative background data is determined based on location, data
quality and age of data and/ or in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The
background data from West San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Cenfral Los
Angeles monitoring stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in
accordance with SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the
closest monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and PSD
monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the preceding 3
years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the Project analysis. Please
refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The cancerrisk presented in the Draft EIR of the landfill expansion project is below
the significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. The maximum cancer risk of the landfill
expansion project is 1.86 in 1 million for Variation 1 and 1.98 in 1 million for
Variation 2. The potential hazardous air pollutants and health risk presented in the
Draft MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project shows the highest health
risk levels of the Project are below significance thresholds with a Maximum
Increase in Cancer Risk (MICR) of 0.05 in 1 million. Combined, the two projects will
not present a MICR greater than (1.98 + .05) 2.03 in 1 million. Furthermore, these
highest risk levels are based on the concentration of hazardous pollutants at the
boundary of the landfill. The risk levels will decrease further from the site due to
the lower ambient concentrations of pollutants, relative to distance from the
Project location and the projects do noft result in an-offsite cancer burden. Please
also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and é and Response to Comment No. L23.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 and Response to Comment No. L23.
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L45-9

L45-10

L45-11

L45-12

L45-13

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L23. Please refer to Topical Response
Nos. 1 and 4.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 2, and 3.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be
combusted according to SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill
gas produced at the landfill is fransported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is fransmitted to the
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to confinue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill instead of fransferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the
City of Glendale, and its citizens including:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power
generating equipment;

e Offset the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a
free source of landfill gas to produce power;

o Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and

o Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity info
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades.

The Draft MND did not identify any significant health risks to residents. Please refer
to Topical Response No. 6.

L-46 - Responses to Comments from Suzanne Smith, dated October 19, 2017

L46-1 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines atf Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L46-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.
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L46-3

L46-4

L46-5

L46-6

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-47 - Responses to Comments from William Malone, dated October 19, 2017

L47-1

L47-2

L47-3

L47-4

L47-5

L47-6

L47-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-48- Responses to Comments from Audrey Mandelbaum, dated October 20, 2017

L48-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L48-2 Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND.
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

L48-3 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L48-4 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.
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L-49 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 20, 2017

L49-1

L49-2

L49-3

L49-4

L49-5

L49-6

L49-7

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, and 6.

The comment reflects the commenter’s personal opinion. Please refer to Topical
Response Nos. 2 and 6.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and é.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4, and 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 2 and 6.

L-50 - Responses o Comments from Dianna Jaynes, dated October 20, 2017

L50-1

L50-2

L50-3

L50-4

L50-5

L50-6

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-51 - Responses to Comments from Erik Blank, dated October 20, 2017

L51-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5 and 10.
L51-2 The Draft MND has been corrected to reference Dahlia Elementary School as the
closest school to the landfill.
Q Stantec 687
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L51-3

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-52 - Responses to Comments from Jennifer Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017

L52-1

L52-2

L52-3

L52-4

The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please refer to
Topical Response No. 3.

This is a comment about air quality as it relates to another project, the Grayson
Repowering Project. The commenter is not commenting on the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project; however, the commenter’s statement is included
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-53 - Responses to Comments from Joel Aldape, dated October 20, 2017

L53-1

L53-2

L53-3

L53-4

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. There Project does not propose an expansion of the
existing Scholl Canyon Landfill. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-54 - Responses fo Comments from Joel Arquillos, dated October 20, 2017

L54-1

L54-2

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-55 - Responses to Comments from John Crooke, dated October 20, 2017

Q Stantec
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L55-1

L55-2

L55-3

L55-4

L55-5

L55-6

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-56 - Responses to Comments from John Dunlop, dated October 20, 2017

L56-1

L56-2

L56-3

L56-4

L56-5

L56-6

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No.
6.

Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND.
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
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L56-7

L56-8

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-57 - Responses to Comments from Justin King, dated October 20, 2017

L57-1

L57-2

L57-3

L57-4

L57-5

L57-6

L57-7

L57-8

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion about (or
preference about) the Project. The Project impacts were analyzed in the MND;
this comment does not disclose how or where Project impacts were
underestimated. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 through 9.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3 and 4.

In the interest of fransparency the City has provided documentation regarding
the Project and regular status updates on the City's website at:
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information regarding the
Project can be found on the Project website at:
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill
website home page at: hitps://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. The City will also
be holding a public meeting to consider the MND and Biogas Project approvals.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

No, the low pressure natural gas pipeline will not be double walled. The pressure
in the pipeline will be the same as residential gas pipeline pressure provided by
Southern California Gas Company and it is not standard practice to double wall
residential pipelines. The pipeline will be secured to the ground by standard H
pipe support system utilizing PS-200 Power Strut support structure. In case of
earthquake, an automatic shut off valve will be actuated to shut off the gas flow
and in case of pipeline failure caused by other than earthquake low pipeline
pressure alarm will sound to alert operator of pipeline failure and equipment will
stop operating.

Yes, a real-fime telemetry alarm system is being used for the Project.

The Aqueous Ammonia will be stored in a stainless-steel vessel with a concrete
containment structure large enough in volume to support all the ammonia and
also retain stormwater. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Carbon monoxide catalyst (CMC) is Aluminum Oxide. It is used in the stainless-
steel CMC housing contains a honeycombed structure impregnated with the
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L57-9

L57-10

L57-11

L57-12

L57-13

Q Stantec

CMC. Other than within the catalyst housing, no catalyst will be stored at the
Project site. Once the catalyst is spent and no longer effective, the entire
honeycomb will be recycled and replaced. Per 29 CFR 1910.1200 CMC is
classified as a non-hazardous solid. There are no liquids or gases used to cause a
chemical reaction of the CMC.

There is no volume of impurities from condensate stored on site. Condensate will
be discharged the waste water sewer in accordance with the City's waste water
discharge permit.

Hazardous waste that will be generated by the Project is spent engine oil and oil
filters, and perhaps nominal amounts of typical household-type products that
may be used for operations and maintenance. The waste oil will be stored within
double walled tanks located within each of the engine enclosures. Household
type hazardous waste materials will be disposed of as required by law.

Yes, SCAQMD has submitted comments regarding the Project. Please refer to
Comment Letter No. L23. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Yes, groundwater and potential water quality impacts from this Project (including
potential impacts to that well generally) are discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft
MND. The analysis concluded that no significant water quality impacts would
occur from the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The commenter expresses concern that the background pollutant concentrations
used for the air modeling study were obtained from an ambient air quality
monitoring statfion located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in Los
Angeles on North Main Street.

e Asoutlinedin 40 CRF 51, Appendix W, Section 9.2, the background data
used to evaluate the potential air quality impacts need not be collected
on the project site as long as the data are representative of the air quality
in the subject area. The most representative background data is
determined based on location, data quality and age of data and/ orin
accordance with SCAQMD guidance. The background data from West
San Gabriel Valley (Pasadena) and Central Los Angeles monitoring
stations were selected for the air dispersion modeling in accordance with
SCAQMD guidance and approval. These stations are the closest
monitoring stations to the Project site, the data collection methods meet
the data quality requirements of 40 CFR Part 58, Appendices A and B, and
PSD monitoring guidance, and the data have been collected within the
preceding 3 years. Use of these data are therefore appropriate for the
Project analysis. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.
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L-58 - Responses to Comments from Kenny Sylvain, dated October 20, 2017

L58-1

L58-2

L58-3

L58-4

L58-5

L58-6

L58-7

L58-8

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-59 - Responses to Comments from Kevin Tseng, dated October 20, 2017

L59-1

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-60 - Responses to Comments from Lisa Karahalios, dated October 20, 2017

L60-1

L60-2

L60-3

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and noft specifically directed to the
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please
also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9.
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L-61 - Responses to Comments from Marites Ruano, Krys, Yric, Andrew, and Nikole Howard,

L61-1

dated October 20, 2017

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. The Project location is within the site boundary of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill and is located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries
of the City of Glendale. The entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721
North Figureoa Street, Los Angeles, CA 90041.

L-62 - Responses to Comments from Marti Doughty, dated October 20, 2017

L62-1

L62-2

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L-63 - Responses to Comments from Mary Lynch, dated October 20, 2017

L63-1

L63-2

L63-3

L63-4

Q Stantec

The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue
relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Depending on the approval and permitting processes, including the process of
selecting and retaining contractors, construction is conservatively estimated to
begin in early 2019. However, site preparation activities could begin in late 2018.

As stated in Section 2.1 of the Draft MND:

At the current fill rate, the closing date of the landfill is estimated to be in the mid
2020’s. A proposed but not yet approved expansion of the landfill may increase
the life of the landfill up to an additional 22 to 32 years (AECOM, 2014). The
landfill's permitted capacity is based on volume; therefore, the closing date of
the landfill, including the request for increased life, could be sooner or later
depending on disposal rates as well as regulatory approval for expansion.

As of 2014 the landfill was receiving approximately 1,400 tons per day of solid
waste.

8.93



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L63-5

L63-6

L63-7

L63-8

L63-9

L63-10

Q Stantec

No, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not designed to extend the life
of the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The Project would be located on a site within the
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure.
The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy. The
Project was designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of
landfill gas currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any
additional volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical
generation equipment proposed is approximately 20 years. The Project has
independent utility and is not dependent on expansion of the existing landfill.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

No. The approximately 5.5-mile-long landfill gas pipeline that currently extends
from the Scholl Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant is located in City of
Glendale easements and rights-of-way.

No, the current facilities at the Scholl Canyon Landfill are supplied electrical
service by an existing 12.47 kV distribution line. This distribution line will serve as the
connection point for the Project and the City’s distribution system. The existing
electrical transmission system at Scholl Canyon Landfill is adequate to support the
electrical transmission needs of the Project.

Yes, the Lead Agency is responsible for the preparation and consideration of the
IS/MND. See California Public Resources Code Section . Please
refer to Section 1.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of Lead Agency for the
Project.

Please refer to the City of Glendale’s Scholl Canyon Landfill for current status of
the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project: www.schollcanyonlandfill.org. See
also Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4.

See Topical Response No. 1. The Project would be located on a site within the
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure.
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L63-11

L63-12

L63-13

L63-14

The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is expected to
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy although
the volume of gas will continually decrease some over time. The Project was
designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of landfill gas
currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any additional
volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life expectancy of the electrical generation
equipment proposed is approximately 20 years. The Project has independent
utility and is not dependent on expansion of the existing landfill.

Yes, see Topical Response No. 1. The volume of landfill gas produced without any
landfill expansion is sufficient to supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-
year life expectancy. The Project was designed, and equipment selected to
utilize the existing volume of landfill gas currently generated and does not have
the capacity to accept any additional volume of landfill gas. In addition, the life
expectancy of the electrical generation equipment proposed is approximately
20 years. The Project has independent utility and is not dependent on expansion
of the existing landfill.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-64 - Responses to Comments from C. Michael Frey, dated October 20, 2017

L64-1

L64-2

L64-3

Q Stantec

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The
enfrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041.

Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.
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Lé4-4

L64-5

L64-6

L64-7

Potential traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant impacts would occur to traffic or
fransportation from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Potential noise impacts are discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant noise impacts would result from the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-65 - Responses o Comments from Mindy O'Brien, dated October 20, 2017

L65-1

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill and not a comment about the
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-66 - Responses to Comments from Nik Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017

L66-1

L66-2

L66-3

L66-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-1.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-2.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-3.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L52-4.

L-67 - Responses to Comments from Pia Harris, dated October 20, 2017

L67-1

Q Stantec

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072 and in the interest of transparency has provided
documentation regarding the Project and regular status updates on the City's
website at: http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental. Additional information
regarding the Project can be found on the Project welbsite at:
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/ and on the Scholl Canyon Landfill
website home page at: https://www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 10.

One of the environmental and safety benefits of their Project will be the ability to
abandon the existing 5.5-mile-long gas pipeline running between the Scholl
Canyon Landfill and the Grayson Power Plant as landfill gas will no longer be
combusted at the Grayson Power Plant.
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L67-2

L67-3

L67-4

L67-5

L67-6

L67-7

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No.
6.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND for a discussion of potential air quality
impacts from the Project. The analysis concluded that no significant air quality
impacts would occur from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No.
6.

Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND.
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 9.

Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
See also Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.

L-68 - Responses to Comments from Pricila Kasha, dated October 23, 2017

L68-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L68-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L68-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L68-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L68-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L68-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L68-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
Q Stantec 807
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L-69 - Responses to Comments from Rachel Arruejo, dated October 20, 2017

L69-1

L69-2

L69-3

L69-4

L69-5

L69-6

L69-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-70 - Responses to Comments from Ryan Reilly, dated October 20, 2017

L70-1

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Scholl Canyon Landfill and not about the Project. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-71 - Responses to Comments from Timothy Campbell, dated October 20, 2017

L71-1

L71-2

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. Biogas is a Renewable Energy Portfolio eligible
renewable resource (CEC, 2017).17 Renewable resources include, biogas, solar,
wind, geothermal and small hydro. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

17 Callifornia Energy Commission, 2017, Renewables Portfolio

Standard Eligibility Commission Guidebook Ninth Edition, available at
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-RPS-
01/TN217317_20170427T142045_RPS_Eligibility_Guidebook_Ninth_Edition_Revised.pdf

Q Stantec
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L71-3

L71-4

L71-5

Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Regarding potential noise impacts, please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND.
Regarding potential traffic impacts, please refer to Section 3.16 of the Draft MND.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The Draft MND and Appendices with supporting studies is 1,424 pages in length
and not 35 pages.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-72 - Responses to Comments from Antonio Bautista, dated October 20, 2017

L72-1

L72-2

L72-3

The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the
Project and include constructive suggestions pertaining to education on biogas,
energy and other sustainability measures. The commenter’s statement is included
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-73 - Responses to Comments from Trish and Frank Defoe, dated October 20, 2017

L73-1

L73-2

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.
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L73-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-74 - Responses to Comments from Trish and Frank Defoe, dated October 20, 2017

L74-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L74-2 Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L74-3 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-75 - Responses to Comments from Veronica Diaz, dated October 20, 2017

L75-1 The Project location is within the site boundary of the Scholl Canyon Landfill and is
located entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Glendale. The
entrance to the Scholl Canyon Landfill site is 7721 North Figueroa Street, Los
Angeles, CA 90041. Please also refer to Topical Responses Nos. 6 and 10.

L-76 - Responses to Comments from Walt Kasha, dated October 23, 2017

L76-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L76-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L76-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L76-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L76-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Q Stantec 8100
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L76-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L76-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-77 - Responses to Comments from Brian F Medina, dated October 21, 2017

L77-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L77-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L77-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L77-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L77-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L77-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L77-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-78 - Responses to Comments from Dan Kruse, dated October 21, 2017

L78-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L78-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L78-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L78-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L78-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L78-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L78-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-79 - Responses to Comments from Daniel Brotman, dated October 21, 2017

L79-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

L79-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 4.

Q Stantec
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L79-3

L79-4

L79-5

L79-6

Q Stantec

Health risk assessments were conducted for both the Grayson Repowering Project
and the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Both assessments show that
health impacts are below a level of significance. See Topical Response No. 6,
please also see Appendix A.5 to the IS/MND; the Health Risk Assessment is
attached to the Final EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project at Appendix D.5.

The City adequately considered population density in the modeling. Population
data are used for health risk assessments in two ways. First, when the maximum
increase in cancer risk exceeds 1.0 in one million, population density is used to
estimate the cancer burden rate (estimated cancer cases based upon the
population within the geographic area in which cancer risk exceeds 1.0 in one
million). For the Project, the resulting cancer burden is zero, regardless of local
population density, because there is no area outside of the facility where the
cancer risk is equal to or greater than 1.0 in one million.

Population density also factors in to the AERMOD dispersion model. The model
allows for the distinction between general urban, versus rural land use. Urban land
use results in characteristics that may inhibit regional dispersion of the Project
exhaust plume. When the urban analysis setting is friggered, regional population
by county, combined with county surface area are used as model inputs. In this
case, however, population density is considered on a regional basis, rather than
a local basis and the values that were used in the AERMOD analysis were
selected based upon SCAQMD guidance.

The Grayson Repowering Project was analyzed in an EIR; the Final EIR is available
at the following address: www.graysonrepowering.com. The Biogas Renewable
Generation Project is a separate project with independent utility. Both project
separately analyzed their respective impacts relative to fires, earthquakes and
flooding. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4, 7, and 8.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L79-3. There are no health risk
mitigation requirements because the results of the health risk assessment for the
Project demonstrates that impacts are below significance thresholds.

See Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. Natural gas will not be pumped up from
Grayson, the natural gas used in the Biogas Project is being purchased from
SoCalGas as described in MND Section 2.3.2. The pipeline between Scholl
Canyon and the Grayson Power Plant is being decommissioned as part of the
Biogas Project since it is not needed for either project.

Some natural gas will be used to maintain the heating value of the gas
consumed by the engines. SCAQMD permits specify that the natural gas
consumed cannot exceed 10% of the energy supplied to the engines. GWP must
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L79-7

distinguish between natural gas and landfill gas used for power generation and
only that electricity that is produced from the combustion of landfill gas qualifies
to be applied toward the RPS standard. Electricity generated from the
combustion of natural gas will continue to be excluded from RPS determinations.

The blend of fuels has no impact on the quantification of criteria pollutants in the
MND. Emission standards for new engines reflect the blend of fuel. The MND
considers hazardous air pollutants for landfill gas because that fuel tends to
present greater emissions. Notice of the MND, in which analysis of air quality
impacts was completed, was provided. See Topical Response No. 10

After the power plant is built, the flare system is infended to be utilized in events
where the landfill gas can’t be combusted in the engines, such as during engine
maintenance, breakdowns, or other emergency events.

The Project serves as a methane emissions control system in accordance with
local and federal regulations. In other words, it reduces methane emissions that
are a byproduct of waste decomposition in the Landfill. Methane emissions are
included in the greenhouse gas (GHG) section of the MND. See also Topical
Response No. 6.

L-80 - Responses to Comments from Hury Babayan, dated October 21, 2017

L80-1

L80-2

L80-3

L80-4

L80-5

L80-6

L80-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-81 - Responses to Comments from Jane Demian, dated October 21, 2017

L81-1 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has independent utility from the
Grayson Repowering Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2.
L81-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 7 and 8.
Q Stantec 8103
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L81-3

L81-4

L81-5

L81-6

The Draft MND includes air dispersion modeling and a health risk assessment to
assess the impact to the local ambient air quality and public health. The result of
the models demonstrate that the air quality and public health impacts of the
Project are below significance thresholds established by SCAQMD. Please also
refer to Topical Responses No. 2, 4, and 6.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not designed to extend the life of
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The Project would be located on a site within the
Scholl Canyon Landfill where landfill gas is already collected and processed. The
amount of waste that can be disposed of at Scholl Canyon Landfill is limited to
the volume approved by existing permit. The volume of landfill gas generated is
and would be fixed dependent on the volume and type of waste being placed
in the landfill which is limited by the existing permit. Landfill gas would therefore
continue to be generated by the landfill for many years well after landfill closure.
The volume of landfill gas produced without any landfill expansion is sufficient to
supply landfill gas to the Project throughout its 20-year life expectancy. The
Project was designed, and equipment selected to utilize the existing volume of
landfill gas currently generated and does not have the capacity to accept any
additional volume of landfill gas. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Section 3.8 (Hazards and
Hazardous Materials) of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 8.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-82 - Responses to Comments from Pat Hill, dated October 21, 2017

L82-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L82-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L82-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L82-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L82-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L82-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L82-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
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L-83 - Responses to Comments from Angela Vukos, dated October 22, 2017

L83-1

L83-2

L83-3

L83-4

L83-5

L83-6

L83-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-84 - Responses fo Comments from Art and Socorro Vilches, dated October 22, 2017

L84-1

L84-2

L84-3

L84-4

L84-5

L84-6

L84-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-85 - Responses to Comments from Lynn Woods, dated October 22, 2017

L85-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 8.

L85-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’'s
deliberations on the Project.

Q Stantec 8105



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
March 9, 2018

L85-3 As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-
product of waste decomposition and will continue to be generated regardless of
whether expansion of the existing landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be
combusted according fo SCAQMD rules and regulations. Currently, the landfill
gas produced at the landfill is fransported via pipeline to the Grayson Power Plant
and used to supplement natural gas to produce power that is fransmitted to the
electric grid. The City of Glendale is proposing to continue to utilize the methane-
rich renewable landfill gas as fuel to generate electricity at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill instead of fransferring it off-site to the Grayson Power Plant, but the City is
not required to do so. The landfill gas must be combusted on site via permitted
flaring or can be used in a beneficial manner, such as in the Project. The Biogas
Renewable Generation Project has a number of benefits to the environment, the
City of Glendale, and ifs citizens including:

e Provide beneficial use of naturally occurring landfill gas as fuel for power
generating equipment;

o Offsetf the cost to procure power produced by other means by utilizing a
free source of landfill gas to produce power;

e Utilize this renewable energy resource to help the City meet its California
mandated Renewable Energy Portfolio; and

e Use the existing transmission system to deliver generated electricity info
the electrical grid without a need for transmission facility upgrades.

L85-4 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L85-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L85-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The Project is not a federal project or a federally
subsidized project. The commenter's statement is included in the Final MND for
the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the
Project.

L-86 - Responses to Comments from Madeleine Avirov, dated October 22, 2017
L86-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L86-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Q Stantec
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L86-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L86-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L86-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L86-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L86-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-87 - Responses to Comments from Maureen Perkins, dated October 22, 2017

L87-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L87-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L87-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L87-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L87-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L87-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L87-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-88 - Responses to Comments from Mitchell Rubenstein, dated October 22, 2017

L88-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L88-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L88-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L88-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L88-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L88-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L88-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-89 - Responses to Comments from Renee Holt, dated October 22, 2017

L89-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

() Stantec
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L89-2

L89-3

L89-4

L89-5

L89-6

L89-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-90 - Responses fo Comments from Bethsaida A. Castillo-Cifuentes, dated October 23, 2017

L90-1

L90-2

L90-3

L90-4

L90-5

L90-6

L90-7

L90-8

Thank you for tfransmittal of Comment Letter No. L?0. The comments have been
included in the Final MND.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-91 - Responses to Comments from Jennifer Hoffman, dated October 23, 2017

L21-1

Thank you for transmittal of Comment Letter No. L52 from Jennifer Hoffman,
dated October 20, 2017. The comments have been included in the Final MND.
Please refer to response to Comment Letter No. L52.

L-92 - Responses to Comments from Mark Whitney, dated October 23, 2017

L92-1

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
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L92-2

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L-93 - Responses to Comments from Matthew Paine, dated October 23, 2017

L93-1

L93-2

L93-3

L93-4

L93-5

L93-6

Q Stantec

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the

8.109



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L93-7

L93-8

Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is
being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L-94 - Responses to Comments from Betsy Randall Wise, dated October 23, 2017

L94-1

L94-2

L94-3

L94-4

L94-5

L94-6

L94-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-95 - Responses to Comments from Brooke Owen, dated October 29, 2017

L95-1 Thank you for tfransmittal of comment letter L?5. The comments have been
included in the Final MND.
L95-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L95-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L95-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Q Stantec 8110
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L95-5

L95-6

L95-7

L95-8

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-96 - Responses to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017

L96-1

L96-2

L96-3

The City is has not been planning the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation
Project under a "separate non-CEQA process.” A mitigated negative
declaration (“MND") for the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project was
prepared and a draft was circulated for extended public review from August 31,
2017 that was twice extended until November 9, 2017. A link to the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project Mitigated Negative Declaration is available here:
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument2id=38536. Indeed, the
commenter submitted multiple comment letters via email (October 20, 2017;
October 31, 2017; November 5, 2017 and November 3, 2017) to the draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration. Thus, the claim that the City is planning to build
anew 12 MW plant under a “separate non-CEQA process” is not an accurate
statement.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.

It should also be noted that if Grayson was to be replaced with 100 % ‘clean
energy’, the landfill gas sfill must be combusted. As stated in Sections 1 and 2 of
the Draft MND, landfill gas is generated as a by-product of waste decomposition
and will contfinue to be generated regardless of whether expansion of the existing
landfill occurs. Landfill gas is required to be combusted according to SCAQMD
rules and regulations.

L-97 - Responses to Comments from Amy Goldman Koss, dated November 2, 2017

L97-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L97-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L97-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Q Stantec 8111
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L97-4

L97-5

L97-6

L97-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-98 - Responses to Comments from Herant Khanjian, dated November 2, 2017

L98-1

L98-2

L98-3

L98-4

L98-5

L98-6

L98-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-99 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy, Save Our Community SGV, dated

L99-1

Q Stantec

November 2, 2017

The commenter submitted a number of comments, including associated
information and attachments. Much of the submitted information and
aftachments do not include a comment on the MND; where there is a comment,
aresponse is provided. With respect to the other information and attachments,
the City appreciates the submission, and as noted in the responses below, this
additional submitted information is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’'s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

The commenter provides a copy of the 2005 guidance fitled “Engineering
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California”. The
guidance also applies to “Essential Services Buildings” which are defined as sheriff
stations, fire stations, California Highway Patrol communications centers, and
Caltrans command-control centers. The Project is not a school, hospital, sheriff
station, fire station, California Highway Patrol communications center, or Calfrans
command-control center and the commenter’s reference to the “Engineering
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California” is not
applicable to the Project; therefore, many of the data requests and

8.112



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L99-2

L99-3

L99-4

Q Stantec

recommendations throughout this comment letter are also not applicable to this
Project.

The commenter provided the name of an individual that did semiology work for
the City of Rosemead related to their General Plan and appears to be stating
that, as a result of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the City should be
considering the same studies and updates related to hilltop locations. The Project
will be constructed total within the boundaries of the existing Scholl Canyon
Landfill which is part of the existing City General Plan. The commenter also
recommends several other studies and analysis be performed.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, studies, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter
would not change the analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts in the Draft
MND and is not required by CEQA.

The commenter also states that the latest version of the California Building Code
(CBC) is the 2017 edition when in fact it is the 2016 edition. The next edition will be
in 2019. The CBC 2016 does not reference ASCE 7-16, but references ASCE 7-10.
ASCE 7-16 will be adopted as part of the CBC 2019. All facilities at the site will be
designed and constructed per the latest edition of the applicable laws,
ordinance, regulations, and standards (LORS) in effect at the time of the design
and approval for construction.

Thank you for supporting the Project. The Project does not include structures for
human habitation.

Potential seismic impacts are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.6. The analysis
concluded that no significant seismic impacts would occur from the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.

The comment is a general statement referring the City to another portion of the
commenter’s attached document. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7.
The commenter's statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker's
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The purposes of the Biogas Renewable Generation project is o combust landfill
gas for electrical generation purposes and to comply with local and federal
landfill regulations. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commenters.
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L99-10

L99-11

L99-12

L99-13

The commenter’s question is unclear as to what the main plant is. The project
consists of four reciprocating engines and any of the other engines can be
operating when one unit is out of service for maintenance. The comment has
been included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’'s consideration as part of
the City's deliberations on the Project.

No; the engines are not designed to operate on compressed natural gas.

No; the Project is required to run on landfill gas and no more than 10% natural
gas.

It is not clear what tanks the commenter is referring to. There are two existing
water tanks located west of the Project site that are not part of the Project. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The City disagrees with the comment that mitigation is insufficient. Potential
environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with applicable thresholds of
significance and requirements of CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included
in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.

The Landfill Expansion Project and Biogas Renewable Generation Project are
separate projects, each with its own independent utility. Please refer to Topical
Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Biogas is a Renewable Energy Portfolio eligible renewable resource (CEC, 2017).18
Renewable resources include, biogas, solar, wind, geothermal and small hydro.
The commenter's statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker's
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

18 Callifornia Enerrgy Commission, 2017, Renewables Portfolio

Standard Eligibility Commission Guidebook Ninth Edition, available at
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-RPS-
01/TN217317_20170427T142045_RPS_Eligibility_Guidebook_Ninth_Edition_Revised.pdf

Q Stantec

8.114



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L99-14

L99-15

L99-16

L99-17

L99-18

L99-19

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The Project will not use diesel for facility equipment operation. The City
conducted an air quality impact analysis for PM2.5 emissions and concluded that
impacts would be less than significant. The commenter’s statement is included in
the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Section 3.3 of the Draft MND and Topical Response No. 6 for a
discussion of the Project’s potential Air Quality impacts. The City disagrees with
the comment that mitigation is required by CARB or as a result of the CEQA
analysis. Potential environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with
applicable thresholds of significance and requirements of CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6. The Grayson Repowering Project is
not part of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project; each of the projects have
their own independent CEQA analysis.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the
Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Potential air quality impacts, including consideration of Localized Significance
Thresholds are discussed in the Draft MND Section 3.3. The air quality impact
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the
Project.

The air quality impact analysis of the Project includes impacts from on-site and
indirect mobile sources in accordance with SCAQMD policy. The Project is not a
proposed land use that would attract a substantial increase in vehicles. CEQA
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The
additional detailed information requested by the commenter is not required by
CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND.
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-
maker’'s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
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L99-23

L99-24

L99-25

L99-26

Q Stantec

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The project does not generate significant adverse air quality impacts
that would necessitate mitigation measures. The information noted does not
result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s consideration
as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The project is subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 and construction contractors will
comply accordingly. Compliance with all other SCAQMD as applicable will also
be maintained.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions are addressed in the IS/MND Section 3.7. Please also
refer to Response to Topical Response No. 6. The Project does not result in
significant increases in greenhouse gases, and serves as a methane emission
confrol system.

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-20.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
There will be no landscaping as part of the Project.

All pipelines are being built to code. Condensate is indeed being recycled and
the Project does not affect landfill liquids. The Project also does not include
landscaping.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Concrete and asphalt removal and disposal will be conducted in accordance
with City of Glendale ordinances and demolition permits. The City anticipates
that asphalt will be used for roadways at the landfill. Concrete will be used for
on-site road base.

A Geotechnical Investigation Report is provided as Appendix D of the Draft
IS/MND. Please refer to Section 2.5.2 of the Draft IS/MND for a discussion on
grading that includes estimates for cut and fill volumes. The existing landfill gas
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L99-28

L99-29

L99-30

L99-31

L99-32

L99-33

Q Stantec

pipeline from Scholl Canyon Landfill to Grayson Power Plant will be
decommissioned in place.

A geotechnical report is attached to the IS/MND as well as a preliminary grading
plan. Final grading plans will be developed by the Engineer, Procure, Construct
(EPC) Contractor. The existing 5.5-mile-pipeline from Scholl Canyon Landfill to the
Grayson Power Plant will not be demolished but will be purging the line with
nifrogen and capping each end and abandoned in place.

Please refer to response to Comment No. L99-1.

The Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and constructed in
accordance with all current code requirements. A lead agency may rely upon a
Project’s required compliance with building codes and its compliance with
recommendations of supporting technical reports to determine that a project will
not result in significant impacts.

Thank you for your suggestion and reference to your comments submitted on a
separate project.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to operation of the landfill which is not within the
scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Mr. Fischer is a licensed civil engineer with over 16 years of geotechnical
engineering experience. Technical review of the report was provided by Mr.
Stone, a Geotechnical Engineer with over 30 years of experience.

The purpose and scope of work for the geotechnical report is summarized in
Section 1.2 of Appendix D of the Draft IS/MND. The additional detailed
information requested by the commenter is not required by CEQA nor would it
result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-maker’s consideration
as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

The external documents referenced by the commenter are not relevant to the
environmental analysis required by CEQA for the Project.

There has been no substantial update to the preliminary grading plans. The
additional detailed information requested by the commenter is not required by
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Q Stantec

CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the Draft IS/MND.
The commenter's statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Final
grading plans are the responsibility of the EPC Contractor.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter is
not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions reached in the
Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project.

Please refer to Response to Comments No. L99-1.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the
Project.
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L99-41

L99-42

L99-43

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not in the category of an important
structure oris it an essential serviced structure and does not require mulfti-
directional analysis as the commenter is suggesting. Please refer to Response to
Comment No. L99-1.

The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current building code
requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L99-1. The additional
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the
Project.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project. Highest earthquake magnitude for multi-segment event is listed in the
Draft MND geological report.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not an essential service structure.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L99-1.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the
Project.

L-100 - Responses to Comments from Marguerita Drew, dated November 2, 2017

L100-1

L100-2

L100-3

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
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L100-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L100-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L100-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L100-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L100-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
L100-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or

preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L100-10  The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L-101 - Responses to Comments from Melodie Khanjian, dated November 2, 2017

L101-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L101-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L101-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L101-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L101-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L101-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L101-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-102 - Responses fo Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 3, 2017

L102-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance

Q Stantec
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L102-3

L102-4
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers in part to the Grayson Repowering Project which is
not within the scope of the Project evaluated in the Draft MND. The commenter
appears to be recommending the use of fuel cells in place of reciprocating
engines for the Project and refers to a 200 kW phosphoric acid fuel cell that Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power has installed for a trial project. The
commenter refers to such a fuel cell as being capable of running on biogas,
however it will not run on landfill gas that is different than biogas from a digester
plant. The comment therefore does not identify a specific environmental analysis
or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 2 for additional information.

The commenter proposes that Glendale should look seriously at systems that
convert landfill gas into liquid or compressed gas for fueling vehicles. Currently no
commercially available technology exists that would convert landfill gas to
Liguified Natural Gas (LNG) that would comply with Department of Energy
specification for LNG. The reference provided is for biogas produced from a
digester plant and not from a landfill.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L102-6 regarding Dioxins. Regarding
other contaminants in landfill gas. There is a level of treatment that may remove
some compounds prior to combustion. Landfill gas is typically treated t remove
moisture prior to combustion. Some solid particles and some organic particles
may aftach to moisture as it is removed from the fuel stream. Additionally, the
Project is equipped with a fuel cleanup system to remove siloxanes prior to
combustion. These siloxane removal systems can also remove other impurities
from the fuel stream. The overall effectiveness of the siloxane removal system
relative to other compounds, however, is not known. What is known, however, is
that a refined health risk assessment was conducted for the project. The results of
that assessment indicate that the project will not lead to a significant health
impact.
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The Draft EIR discusses a list of approximately 40 hazardous air pollutants that are
expected to occur from the combustion of landfill gas. The list reflects
compounds shown to exist based upon past tests of similar operations in
California and elsewhere and is utilized by SCAQMD. The list does not include
dioxins because, unlike municipal solid waste incineration, test results for Landfill
gas combustion have often found dioxins to undetectable, or at frace levels.

To the extent that Dioxins may be result from the combustion of landfill gas, they
would generally exist at levels that are similar to what would occur if the landfill
gas is incinerated in the existing Scholl Canyon flares. LFG combustion serves as a
method of incinerating hazardous compounds that are otherwise present in
unburned landfill gas. The benefits of landfill gas combustion are recognized by
regulators and the environmental community alike. Both SCAQMD and US EPA
enforce regulations to require landfill gas combustion. Additionally, in its 2003
report “Is Landfill Gas Green Energy” the Natural Resource Defense Council
(NRDC) concluded that the health risks of landfill gas combustion are 23 times
lower than the health risk of unburned landfill gas. NRDC further advised that the
most effective way of managing landfill gas is to combust it. NRDC specifically
recommended that landfill combustion devices also be capable of generating
electricity. The Project goes beyond traditional regulations and NRDC
recommendations by not only combusting landfill gas, but also by utilizing post-
combustion emission control systems to further reduce residual hazardous air
pollutants. Unfil recently, these post-combustion emission control systems were not
considered to be technologically viable in landfill applications.

The Project would emit 0.44 pounds of mercury per year when operated at 100%
load. The health risk assessment for the Project demonstrates that the total
potential hazardous pollutants do not lead to health impacts that are considered
to be significant by South Coast AQMD or the California Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment.

The Project is equipped with emissions control systems that are considered by
SCAQMD to be Toxics Best Available Control Technology (TBACT). The
designation of TBACT reflects the most effective emissions control system that is
available and technologically feasible for a source of hazardous air foxics
emissions, regardless of economic cost.

L-103 - Responses fto Comments from Michelle Gunn, dated November 3, 2017

L103-1

Q Stantec

The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to “the planned Grayson expansion project at Scholl
Canyon.” The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
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L103-2

decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 6.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L-104 - Responses fo Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 5, 2017

L104-1

The commenter is correct that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is
incorrectly referenced in the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR Section 6.1.3,
Precedent-Setting Action. The inadvertent inclusion of the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project will be corrected in the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR.

The commenter is correct that combustion of biogas is incorrectly referenced in
the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR Section 6.2, Significant Irreversible
Environmental Changes. This inadvertent reference will be corrected in the
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR.

The commenter is correct that use of biogas is incorrectly referenced in Draft EIR
Section 6.2.1, Irreversible Commitment of Resources. This inadvertent reference
will be corrected in the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR.

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2.

L104-2

L104-3

L104-4

Q Stantec

This comment claims that the Grayson Repowering Project should not be able to
use the burning of biogas as part of its base emissions profile because the biogas
will be combusted elsewhere. Consideration of existing biogas combustion when
determining criteria pollutant baseline emissions for the Grayson Repower project
is appropriate given the nature of the Project and reflects SCAQMD regulations
and guidance.

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 2.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Repowering Project
are separate projects. Reference within the Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR
to the decommissioning of the pipe associated with the separate Biogas
Renewable Generation Project does not require that the projects be considered
togetherin one EIR.

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-3
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L104-6
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L104-8

L104-9

The commenter expresses an opinion regarding the Grayson Repower Project
that is not relevant to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Please refer to
Topical Response No. 2.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-5.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L104-5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4 and Response to Comment No.
L23.

This is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or preference
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance with CEQA. The
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 2.

L-105 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy of Save Our Community SGV, dated

L105-1

L105-2

L105-3

Q Stantec

November 6, 2017

The commenter submitted a number of comments, including associated
information and attachments. Much of the submitted information and
attachments do not include a comment on the MND; where there is a comment,
aresponse is provided. With respect to the other information and attachments,
the City appreciates the submission, and as noted in the responses below, this
additional submitted information is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The commenter's statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The commenter provides a copy of the 2005 guidance fitled “Engineering
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California”. The
guidance also applies to “Essential Services Buildings” which are defined as sheriff
stations, fire stations, California Highway Patrol communications centers, and
Caltrans command-control centers. The Project is not a school, hospital, sheriff
station, fire station, California Highway Patrol communications center, or Calfrans
command-control center and the commenter’s reference to the “Engineering
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California” is not
applicable to the Project; therefore, many of the data requests and
recommendations throughout this comment letter are also not applicable to this
Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code
requirements.
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L105-5

L105-6
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Q Stantec

The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Thank you for the information on ARkStorm; which is a document that summarizes
the environmental effects, physical damages, economic and other losses in
California as a result of the hypothetical flooding and high winds associated with
the ARkStorm scenario. The additional information requested by the commenter
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR.
The commenter's statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and the latest edition
of the CBC. The major equipment will be placed on a non-fill portion of the
landfill. A lead agency may rely upon a Project’s required compliance with
building codes and its compliance with recommendations of supporting
technical reports to determine that a project will not result in significant impacts.

The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements.
The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as
part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in
the Draft MND.

The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements,
including current requirements for aboveground storage tanks. Please refer to
Topical Response No. 8.

Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in
the Draft MND.

Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on
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the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in
the Draft MND.

L-106 - Responses fo Comments from Randall Wise, dated November 6, 2017

L106-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 4. The Project is not being used to
offset the emissions from the proposed Grayson Repowering Project.

L106-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-107 - Responses fto Comments from Amy Minteer, Attorney for Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners
Association (GOCHA), dated November 7, 2017

L107-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment correctly states that the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project would use methane (landfill gas) to generate
power and that the landfill gas is currently “processed” at the Grayson Power
Plant. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please
also refer

L107-2 The comment is an opinion that the Project would violate CEQA because the
MND is inadequate and inaccurate; that an EIR should be prepared. The
commenter cites to the California Public Resources Code §21151 which sets forth
the “fair argument” standard for determining when an EIR should be prepared
and the commenter cites to various court cases that discuss the "“fair argument”
standard. This comment does not provide any evidence to support the opinion
that an EIR should be prepared for the Project. Please refer to Topical Response
No. 3.

L107-3 The comment cites to various court cases that discuss the information to be
included in an initial study and MND. The comment refers to the October 19, 2017
letter from the Glenoaks Canyon HOA that allegedly documents information
failures in the MND (Please refer to Response to Comment No. L26 (October 18,
2017 letter from GOCHA). Further, the comment states that the MND also fails to
address the “reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project and the cumulative air quality impacts.” The comment does
not describe what reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Project has not
been addressed in the MND. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6.

L107-4 The comment states that the Biogas Renewable Generation Project would rely on
landfill gas generated by the Scholl Canyon Landfill to generate electricity. This is
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L107-5

L107-6

L107-7

an accurate statement. The commenter then concludes that the continued
operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill is necessary for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. This comment is a conclusion unsupported by facts. Nowhere
in the MND or in any other document, study, public presentation, or anywhere is
the continued operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill a prerequisite to the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project has
independent utility from any future potential expansion of Scholl Canyon Landfill.
The possible of an anaerobic digester project was examined in the MND. Please
refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 and 4.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 6.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L107-5. Please also refer to Topical
Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L107-5. Please also refer to Topical
Response Nos. 2, 4 and 6.

L-108 - Responses to Comments from James Flournoy of Save Our Community SGV, dated

L108-1

L108-2

L108-3

L108-4

Q Stantec

November 8, 2017

The comments attached to the email received on November 8, 2017, have been
included in the Final MND.

The comments attached to the email received on November 6, 2017, have been
included in the Final MND.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The commenter provided the name of an individual that did semiology work for
the City of Rosemead related to their General Plan and appears to be stating
that, as a result of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, the City should be
considering the same studies and updates related to hilltop locations. The Project
will be constructed total within the boundaries of the existing Scholl Canyon
Landfill which is part of the existing City General Plan. The commenter also
recommends several other studies and analysis be performed.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, studies, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter
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L108-5

L108-6

L108-7

L108-8

would not change the analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts in the Draft
MND and is not required by CEQA.

Commenter also states that the latest version of the California Building Code
(CBC) is the 2017 edition when in fact it is the 2016 edition. The next edition will be
in 2019. The CBC 2016 does not reference ASCE 7-16, but references ASCE 7-10.
ASCE 7-16 will be adopted as part of the CBC 2019. All facilities at the site will be
designed and constructed per the latest edition of the applicable laws,
ordinance, regulations, and standards (LORS) in effect at the time of the design
and approval for construction.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft IS/MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final IS/MND
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the
Project.

Thank you for your comment regarding additional sources of information
available. The information noted does not result in changing conclusions reached
in the Draft MND. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-109 - Responses to Comments from Jose Huizar, Council Member, City of Los Angeles 14th

L109-1

L109-2

L109-3

Q Stantec

District, dated November 8, 2017
Thank you for your comments. They have been included in the Final MND.

The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The potential environmental impacts of the Project are analyzed in the Draft
MND. The Draft MND demonstrates that the Project would not result in any
unmitigable significant impacts. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,
and 8.
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L109-4

The City disagrees with the comment that the City did not consider the interests
of the Eagle Rock community. Potential environmental impacts of the Project,
including, but not limited to those that could occur in Eagle Rock are analyzed in
the Draft MND. Additionally, the City has complied with all noticing regarding the
Project required by CEQA Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical
Response No. 10.

L109-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 10.

L109-6 Please refer to Response to Comments No. L116 and Topical Response No. 10.

L109-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L109-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L109-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 10.

L109-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L109-11 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 2.

L109-12 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L109-13  The incorrect reference of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project as the
Landfill Expansion Project has been corrected in the attached errata. Please refer
to Topical Response No. 1.

L109-14  Cumulative impacts regarding biological resources and stormwater drainage are
found in the MND Section 3.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance. Please refer to
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4.

L109-15 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6.

L109-16 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.

L109-17 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9.

L109-18 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 6.

L109-19 Greenhouse gas emissions have global, rather than local impacts. The project
neither increases, nor decreases the amount of landfill gas being generated at
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Landfill gas that will be combusted in the Project is
currently being combusted at Grayson Power Plant. With the retention of gas at
Scholl Canyon, the increase in emissions at the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project will be directly balanced by a proportional and direct reduction in
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L109-20

L109-21

L109-22

L109-23

Q Stantec

greenhouse gas emissions from the Grayson plant. Please also refer to Topical
Response No 6.

Greenhouse gas emissions from Scholl should not be included in the emission
baseline for Grayson. Doing so would understate the emissions increase at
Grayson. Please also refer to Topical Response No. é and response to comment
L109-19.

Today, only greenhouse gas emissions from natural gas combustion at Grayson
are offset through the Cap and Trade Program. The Cap and Trade Program has
no direct impact on greenhouse gas emissions from either Grayson or the Biogas
Renewable Generation project. Landfill gas combustion emissions are not offset
under California regulations because they are required to be combusted by local
and federal regulations and the combustion of landfill gas results in
environmental benefits. Transferring the combustion to the Biogas Renewable
Generation project does not result in an emission increase above those emissions
that exist today from landfill gas combustion and the increase in emissions from
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project is appropriately measured against the
baseline landfill gas emissions that currently result at Grayson. Please also refer to
Topical Response No. 6.

The project does not result in a net increase in emissions because it directly
replaces existing combustion of the same landfill gas from Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6 and Response to Comment Nos.
L109-19 through L109-22.

GHG emissions from combustion is dependent on the quantity and the type of
fuel being combusted, but it is not dependent on the combustion technology. In
other words, GHG emissions from engines or flares is expected to be the same as
long as the quantity and type of fuel combusted are identical. The quantity of
landfill gas combusted in the flare system during project construction and in the
engines once the power plant is operating is expected to be identical. The
following table illustrates the annual GHG emissions from landfill combustion
during and after project construction.

*During power plant operation, landfill gas will be combusted in the flare system
only during engine maintenance or breakdown.
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0 - 12 months 13 — 24 months 25 - 36 months 37 — 48 months
(Construction) (Construction and (Operation) (Operation)
Operation)
Quantity of LFG 833,444 833,444 833,444 833,444
combusted,
MMBtu/year
Combustion Flares Engines and Flares Engines* Engines*
Technology
Estimated GHG 43,621 43,621 43,621 43,621
Emission (CO2e),
MT/year

*During power plant operation, landfill gas will be combusted in the flare system only during engine
maintenance or breakdown.

L109-24

L109-25

L109-26

Q Stantec

As shown in the above table, because the net increase of GHG emissions of the
Project is based upon the total amount of landfill gas that is available and is not
dependent upon combustion technology, the transition between flares and
infernal combustion engines does not present an emission increase or any
emissions that are not accounted for in the DEIR.

The statement on page 3.19.4 noted by the commenter is incorrect. The text on
Page 3.19.4 has been corrected in the Final MND errata, to state that there would
be an increase in greenhouse gas emissions that is below a level of significance.
There is a similar accurate statement on Page 3.7.4 in the Greenhouse Gases
section of the Draft IS/MND which accurately states "As shown in Table 3.7-2 and
3.7-3, the net increase of GHG emissions from the Proposed Project is below the
significance threshold of 10,000 metric tfons per year.

Occupancy accounts for 52 MT of the increase and construction activities
account for 258 MT of the increase. The remaining 4,496 MT increase reflects
differences in projected peak Scholl Canyon Landfill gas production, versus
previously reported production rates in 2015 and 2016. However, landfill gas
production is not dictated by either the Biogas Renewable Generation Project or
the Grayson Power Plant. Any increases or decreases in landfill gas production
that would affect Grayson under existing operations, would have an equal
impact on the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Even with the differences in
projected gas production, the entire net increase of 4,808 MT is below the
SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MT.

The statement on page 3.7.4 has been revised to specify that the increase
includes not only occupancy effects, but also construction effects. It also
discusses the implications of gas production rates on the net increase.

Emission offset or emission reduction credits are part of SCAQMD regulatory New
Source Review (NSR) program requirement, in addition to Best Available Confrol
Technology (BACT) and Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA). The Biogas
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L109-27

L109-28

L109-29

Q Stantec

Renewable Generation Project must comply with all applicable regulations
before SCAQMD can issue construction and operating permits. Because The
Project is required to comply with these regulations, such compliance may be
considered part of the Project and need not be separately imposed as
mitigation. Therefore, net emissions after the application of emission offsets or
emission reduction credits should be included in determining the significance
levels of air quality impact.

In accordance to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook prepared by SCAQMD,
chapter 9.4: Guidance for Assessing Carbon Monoxide Emission, the appropriate
methodology for assessing CO emissions and determining local and reginal
impacts is fo conduct ambient air quality impact analysis. An air quality analysis is
also the correct method of determining significance of PM2.5 emissions.

The result of air dispersion model for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project
shows that ambient concentrations of CO and PM2.5 levels resulting from the
project are below the CEQA significance thresholds that SCAQMD has identified.

Please refer to Response to Comment L109-27.

The estimated daily PM2.5 emission from the Project operation is only three
pounds above the daily mass emission significance thresholds. The allocated
emission reduction credits to offset PM10 from the Project will also offset large
amount of PM2.5 because the majority of emission reductions used to generate
PMI10 offsets also include PM2.5 reductions. Therefore, with the emission reduction
credits, PM2.5 daily emission is expected to be below the significance threshold.
More importantly, air dispersion modeling for PM2.5 was conducted to determine
the localized air quality impact of the Project. The model shows that ambient
PM2.5 concentrations will be below the ambient air quality standard, and
therefore below a level of significance.

As shown in the MND, daily VOC emissions as permitted by SCAQMD will be
below a level of significance. Net emission increases of NOX, VOC, PM10 and SOX
are below daily mass levels that are considered significant by SCAQMD.
Additionally, it is appropriate to determine the significance of project impacts
based upon the results of dispersion models and an air quality impact analysis.
The models show the air quality impact to surrounding receptors by estimating
the concentration of the pollutants as being dispersed through the air. The results
of the air dispersion model for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project
indicates that localized air quality impacts of NOX, PM10 and SOX are below
significance thresholds. Therefore, there no mitigation is required for these
pollutants.
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L109-30

L109-31

L109-32

L109-33

L109-34

L109-35

L109-36

L109-37

L109-38

L109-39

L109-40

L109-41

Q Stantec

Because there is no ambient air quality standard for VOC, the level of
significance for VOC can only be determined by comparing emissions with the
daily mass emission threshold. As shown in the MND, daily VOC emissions as
permitted by SCAQMD wiill be below a level of significance. Mitigation is not
required. Additionally, the engineers are indeed equipment with state of the art
emission controls which reduces CO, VOC, and organic hazard compounds. This
technology meets the SCAQMD BACT as well as the Toxic BACT.

Please refer to Topical Response No. é.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.

Please refer to MND Sections 2.3 Project Elements and Section 3.3 Air Quality for
equipment selection information.

Please refer to MND Sections 2.3 Project Elements and Section 3.3 Air Quality for
equipment selection information. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3
and 4.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to perform all research and study
recommended or demanded by commenters. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 6.

Cumulative noise impacts were analyzed and appropriately determined to be
less than significant in the Draft MND. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project
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L109-42

L109-43

L109-44

L109-45

L109-46

L109-47

L109-48

L109-49

L109-50

L109-51

L109-52

L109-53

Q Stantec

would have a minor increase in traffic compared to the Project and would
therefore not produce a substantial contribution of traffic related noise impacts
to sensitive receptors. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Cumulative noise impacts were analyzed and appropriately determined to be
less than significant in the Draft MND. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

Project-specific ambient noise measurements were collected at sensitive
receptors nearest and most representative of those with the highest potential to
be impacted by Project noise. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4, and
9.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, 4, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND and is not required by
CEQA. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft MND
and is not required by CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final
MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on
the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.

The location of the nearest school has been corrected in the aftached errata.
The reference to the nearest school noted by the commenter is in reference to
whether the Project would emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school. With the above noted correction, PUC Cals, Eagle
Rock Montessori School, and Dahlia Heights Elementary are approximately one
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L109-54

L109-55

L109-56

L109-57

L109-58

L109-59

Q Stantec

mile from the Project site. The environmental impact analysis in the Draft MND
that the Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school is accurate and there would be no impact, even with
the above noted correction.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-53.

The incorrect reference to the nearest elderly care facility in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section of the Draft MND has been corrected in the Final
MND errata. This correction does not result in any changes to potential hazards
and hazardous materials impacts of the Project as evaluated in the Draft MND.

The summary of surrounding communities provided in Section 3.13.1 of the Draft
MND is infended to provide setting in support of evaluating potential population
and housing impacts of the Project. Specific inclusion of the residents on the 7600
block of North Figueroa Street in the subject setting summary of population and
housing would not change the impact analysis or conclusion in the Draft MND
that the Project would have no impact on population and housing. The
commenter further asserts that this omission in the Population and Housing section
of the Draft MND affects the traffic impact analysis of the Project on North
Figueroa Street. An analysis of potential traffic impacts of the Project, which
includes North Figueroa Street, is included in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. This
analysis demonstrates potential traffic impacts of the Project would be less than
significant. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Please refer to Response to Comments Nos. L109-53 through L109-56 and Topical
Response Nos. 3 and 10.

Thank you for the information that the Eagle Rock Monument and Eagle Rock
Recreation Center, which are Historic Cultural Monuments, are located near the
Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-
maker's consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The Eagle Rock Monument and Eagle Rock Recreation Center are located
approximately % mile south of the Project site. These receptors are farther away
from the Project than receptors used in the Draft MND to analyze potential worst-
case air quality and noise impacts. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 for a
discussion on aesthetics and Topical Response No. é for a discussion on air quality.
The Draft MND's conclusions that the Project would not result in unmitigable
significant impacts to air quality, noise, visual, and cumulative impacts remain
accurate in consideration of the comment.
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L109-60

L109-61

L109-62

L109-63

L109-64

L109-65

Q Stantec

The reference to 1.66 acres as the area of effective facility expansion in Section
3.18 of the Draft MND is incorrect. The area of effective facility expansion of 1.73
acres is correctly listed in Table 2.3-1 and Section 2.5.2 of the Draft MND. This
inconsistency has been corrected in the attached errata. The reference to 0.33
acres of existing equipment has also been removed from the discussion. The
incremental difference between 1.66 acres evaluated in the Draft MND and the
corrected area of 1.73 acres would not require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects beyond that evaluated in
the Draft MND. These revisions to the Draft MND would not result in any new
environmental impacts, substantially increase the magnitude of any
environmental impacts or require any new mitigation measures. Potential Utilities
and Services Systems impacts would remain less than significant.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-60. Potential impacts to native
habitat and required mitigation measures are presented in Section 3.4 of the
Draft MND.

The existing landfill stormwater drainage system is designed to handle stormwater
from the entire landfill site. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is located
entirely within a non-filled portion of the landfill site; therefore, the existing landfill
stormwater system is designed and is capable of handling the stormwater form
the Project. During construction, strormwater will be temporary detained on the
site via the structures stated. When construction is completed, these and other
structures will be made permanent such that completed stormwater system will
be functional prior to engine startup.

The comment notes that the Project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard
Zone. The potential environmental impacts analyzed in the Draft MND consider
this designation. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The commenter asserts that in addition to the City of Glendale, the City of Los
Angeles Fire Department could also be a first responder to a large-scale event at
the Project site. The availability of additional potential first responders would not
change the conclusion in the MND that the Project would not result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered fire department facilities, need for new or physically altered fire
department facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impact. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
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L109-66

L109-67

L109-68

L109-69

L109-70

L109-71

L109-72

L109-73

L109-74

L109-75

L109-76

L109-77

Q Stantec

Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 10.

The mitigation measures identified for biological resources are effective in
reducing potential biological resources impacts to less than significant. Please
also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-68.
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-68 and Topical Response No. 3.

The City disagrees with the comment that mitigation is insufficient and
unenforceable. Potential environmental impacts were analyzed consistent with
applicable thresholds of significance and requirements of CEQA and mitigation
measures will be incorporated as conditions of approval for the Project. The
MMRP would state the Monitoring Action, Required Time of Compliance,
Implementation Responsibility, Verification Responsibility, Verification Method and
a Compliance Date to insure enforceability. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion that the
City of Los Angeles and Eagle Rock bear the burden of environmental impacts
from the Scholl Canyon Landfill and that the City of Glendale reaps the
economic benefit. The commenter also asserts that the Draft MND did not
consider areas of Los Angeles. The City disagrees with the comment and the
Draft MND did evaluate receptors in Los Angeles. The commenter’s statement is
included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the
City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3,
and 4.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71, and Topical Response No. 9.
No additional mitigation is required.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response No. 1.
The Project does not increase waste hauling fruck use of Los Angeles streets. No
additional mitigation is required.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-76 and Topical Response No. 1.
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L109-78

L109-79

L109-80

L109-81

L109-82

L109-83

L109-84

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-76 and Topical Response No. 1.

The mitigation measures identified for biological resources are effective in
reducing potential biological resources impacts to less than significant. No
additional mitigation is required. The commenter's statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

The Project would not result in potentially significant impacts to recreation and no
mitigation is therefore required. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion that the
City of Los Angeles bears the burden of environmental impacts from the Scholl
Canyon Landfill. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3,
and 4.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L109-71 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2,
3.4,5,6,8,9, and 10.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-110 - Responses to Comments from Mike Smithson, dated November 8, 2017

L110-1

L110-2

L110-3

L110-4

L110-5

L110-6

L110-7

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-111 - Responses fo Comments from Arin Rao, dated November 9, 2017

Q Stantec
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L111-1

L111-2

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s
deliberations on the Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project.

L-112 - Responses to Comments from Ashfaq Chowdhury, dated November 9, 2017

L112-1

L112-2

L112-3

L112-4

L112-5

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

Air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The analysis
concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The analysis
concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. The MND has not identified any significant impacts.
The Project does not generate, store or convert methane. Please refer to Topical
Response No. 1 and 2.

L-113 - Responses to Comments from Audry Zarokian, dated November 9, 2017

L113-1

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L113-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L113-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L113-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.

L113-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L113-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.

L113-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.

L113-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L113-9 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or

preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4.

L-114 - Responses to Comments from Barrett Cooke, dated November 9, 2017

L114-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L114-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

L-115 - Responses to Comments from Carrie Hansen, dated November 9, 2017

L115-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. The comment refers to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project that is

Q Stantec
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being evaluated under a separate CEQA process. The comment therefore does
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final
MND and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the
Final MND for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's
deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 4.

L-116 - Responses to Comments from Mark Pestrella and Phil K. Doudar, County of Los Angeles

L116-1
L116-2
L116-3
L116-4
L116-5
L116-6

Q Stantec

Department of Public Works, dated November 9, 2017

Thank you for your letter dated November 9, 2017. Comments provided by the
County of Los Angeles are included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the background of the Project and
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The City concurs with the Project summary provided in the comment.

Stantec to Address — Les

We will purge the pipeline with nitrogen and burn any landfill gas within the
pipeline, so no orders will occur.

The noise receptors locations were selected based on the nearest distance of
each sensitive receptor to the Project site.

The locations selected for collecting ambient noise measurements to determine
representative existing noise levels were based on the nearest location of
sensitive residential land uses in closest proximity to the Project. These residential
land uses would have the greatest potential to be impacted by Project noise and
are most appropriate for evaluating potential worst-case operational noise
impacts of the Project on surrounding sensitive receptors. The City concurs with
the commenter that ambient noise levels at sensitive receptor R2 which is located
south of State Highway 134 were the highest of the six locations measured. In
fact, the existing day (65.2 bBA) and night time (64.3 dBA) noise levels at sensitive
receptor R2 already exceed the City's presumed noise standard of 45 dBA during
nighttime or 55 dBA during daytime. The City’s noise ordinance addresses
situations where the actual ambient noise level is more than the presumed
ambient noise level. In these situations, the ambient noise level used in Project
impact analysis cannot be greater than 5 dBA over the presumed ambient noise
levels even if actual ambient noise levels are higher. This requirement of the City's
noise ordinance provides additional assurance that substantial noise increases in
areas already subject to high ambient noise levels are not significantly
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L116-7
L116-8
L116-9

Q Stantec

exacerbated. In the case of sensitive receptor R2, the Project noise impact
analysis assumed day and night fime ambient noise levels of 60 and 50 dBA.

As shown in Table 3.12-3 of the Draft IS/MND, the nearest residential receptors are
in excess of 2,000 feet from the Project site. Table 3.12-5 of the Draft IS/MND shows
the resulting Project operation noise level at each of the six representative
sensitive receptors. As shown in Table 3.12-5, Project operation noise ranges from
29.9 dBA to 40.6 dBA at each sensitive receptor. The greatest increase in existing
noise levels was predicted to be a 1.5 dBA increase during the night time at
sensitive receptor RS, far below the City’s allowable increase of 5 dBA in the City
noise ordinance used for purposes of the Project’s noise impact analysis. City of
Glendale’'s noise ordinance requires equal or more stringent noise limitations than
those established by adjacent municipalities with sensitive receptors that could
be affected and is therefore appropriate for the Project’s conservative noise
impact analysis included in the Draft IS/MND.

Actual ambient noise measurements collected at the six representative sensitive
noise receptors ranged between 37.1 dBA and 65.2 dBA during the day and
between 39.1 dBA and 64.3 dBA during the night time. Despite these wide
variations in ambient noise levels, the noise modeling conducted to analyze the
Project’s potential noise impacts demonstrates as shown in Table 3.12-5 that the
Project would not result in a substantial increase in noise levels at any of the
sensitive receptors analyzed. The less than significant incremental increase in
noise levels predicted at each sensitive receptor would be representative of all
nearby sensitive receptors regardless of variations in ambient noise levels
between sensitive receptors.

Noise impact thresholds are the City's noise ordinance thresholds that have been
adopted and used.

Please refer to Topical Responses No. 4 and 9.

Potential impacts of construction-related activities were assessed using SCAQMD
daily emission significance thresholds as well as SCAQMD Localized Significance
Impact Thresholds for criteria pollutants. Please refer to Section 3.7 of the Draft
MND.

GHG emissions during construction operations are the result of fuel combustion in
construction equipment. While the level of emissions does not require mitigation
measures, greenhouse gas emissions, including CO2 and CH4 emissions are
controlled primarily through the use of construction equipment that includes
newer high-efficiency internal combustion engines.
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L116-10 If the City has any questions regarding the County of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works letter, we will contact Mr. Martin Aiyetiwa of Environmental Programs
Division, Landfill Section.

L-117 - Responses fo Comments from Emily Simon, dated November 9, 2017
L117-1 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8.

L-118 - Responses fto Comments from Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, dated November 9,
2017

L118-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, and 10.

L118-2 The City has complied with all noticing regarding the Project required by CEQA
Guidelines at Section 15072. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

L118-3 The evaluation of environmental factors in the Draft MND considered the area
surrounding the Scholl Canyon Landfill that could be impacted by the Project.
The analysis of each environmental factor considered the extent to which
impacts could reasonably be determined to occur including offsite locations. No
arbitrary City, County, or community boundary was applied that limited the
evaluation of environmental impacts.

L118-4 Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft MND where it concludes that noise
impacts of the Project are less than significant. Please refer to Topical Response
Nos. 5 and 9.

L118-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, and 10.

L118-6 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or

preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L118-7 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the

Q Stantec
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decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1.

L-119 - Responses fo Comments from Frankie Norstad, dated November 9, 2017

L119-1

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Section 3/7 of the Draft MND, which demonstrates that GHG
emission from the Project would be less than significant. Please also refer to
Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8.

L-120 - Responses to Comments from The Eagle Rock Association, dated November 9, 2017

L120-1

L120-2

L120-3

L120-4

L120-5

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.

Potential air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant air quality impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6.

Potential water quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant water quality impacts would occur from
the Project.

Potential noise impacts are discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant noise impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

8.144



BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
FINAL INITIAL STUDY / MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

March 9, 2018

L120-6

L120-7

L120-8

L120-9

L120-10

L120-11

Potential traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant impacts would occur to traffic or
fransportation from the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 9.

Potential fire safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant fire safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

Potential aesthetics impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant aesthetics impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-121 - Responses to Comments from Hans Johnson of Communities United, dated November 9,

L121-1

L121-2

L121-3

L121-4

Q Stantec

2017

Thank you for your comment regarding fransmittal of comment letter L18 from
Communities United, dated October 17, 2017. Please refer to Response o
Comment No. L18.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 4.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 6, and 8.
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L121-5 The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.

L-122- Responses to Comments from Hans Johnson of Communities United, dated November 9,
2017

L122-1 Thank you for your comment regarding tfransmittal of Comment Letter L18 from
Communities United, dated October 17, 2017. Please refer to Response to
Comment Letter L18.

L-123 - Responses to Comments from Jane Potelle, dated November 9, 2017

L123-1 The Project evaluated in the Draft MND is the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. Some of the comments refer to the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion
Project and the Grayson Repowering Project both of which are being evaluated
under a separate CEQA process. With regards to the comment where the
commenter also expresses concern over increased emissions from the Project, the
commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the decision-maker’s
consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 6.

L-124 - Responses to Comments from John Nugent, dated November 9, 2017
L124-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.
L-125 - Responses fo Comments from Linda Johnstone Allen, dated November 9, 2017

L125-1 The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to TR. 1.

L125-2 The comment is a general statement about the commenter's opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 1.

Q Stantec
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L125-3

L125-4

L125-5

L125-6

Potential safety impacts are discussed in Section 3.8 of the Draft MND. The
analysis concluded that no significant safety impacts would occur from the
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 10.

L-126 - Responses fo Comments from Meldia Yesayan, dated November 9, 2017

L126-1

L126-2

L126-3

Q Stantec

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response No. é.

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
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with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.

L-127 - Responses fto Comments from Seth Cutler, dated November 9, 2017

L127-1

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’'s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City's deliberations on the Project.

L-128 - Responses fo Comments from Teri Stein, dated November 9, 2017

L128-1

L128-2

The comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or
preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final MND and compliance
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final MND for the
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and é.

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 6.

L-129 - Responses fo Comments from Bethsaida Emilia Castillo

L129-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L129-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L129-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.
L129-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.
L129-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.
L129-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.
L129-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4.
Q Stantec
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From: Jack Cheng

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: RE: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request
Date: Friday, September 22, 2017 4:48:08 PM
Attachments: image001.ipa
image002.ipa
image003.ipa
image004.ipa

Dennis, | checked with our Engineering Department and all they had was the PDF of the CEQA
document. Can you provide the working modeling files? Thank you and have a good weekend.

Please note we are closed on Mondays.

Jack Cheng

South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQAIGR

(909) 396-2448

jcheng@agmd.gov

From: Joe, Dennis [mailto:DJoe@Glendaleca.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 8:14 AM

To: Jack Cheng <jcheng@agmd.gov>

Subject: RE: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request

Hi Jack,

| receiving the requested files from the consultant and will send it soon.

Dennis C. Joe ® City of Glendale ® Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103 Glendale, CA 91206 o (818) 937-8157 @ djoe@glendaleca.gov

From: Jack Cheng [mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 2:25 PM

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project - Data Request

Dennis Joe,

Please provide all technical documents related to the air quality (air quality modeling, health risk
assessment files, and emission estimates) and greenhouse gas analyses in electronic format. These
include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not Adobe PDF files). Without
all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review

1-2

1-1


mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=6Wbxv0EofXkHBaIYNpGNyMG6DuFcMJE%2FGdxGEC%2FE5O4%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FMyGlendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=705CvR8Z1WMT036Ak%2FYiK5X3bcqLiQAmxwhc5l%2FroCs%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Finstagram.com%2Fmyglendale&data=02%7C01%7CDJoe%40Glendaleca.gov%7C88b45dea641c438f86a408d502145db4%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636417208862576217&sdata=US6FgfnVwk5jgdPKkgAj0WxZRZjf6DrNHwy6e3gaZ20%3D&reserved=0
http://www.glendaleca.gov/
mailto:jcheng@aqmd.gov
















chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text
1-2

chulbert
Typewritten Text
1-1

chulbert
Typewritten Text

chulbert
Typewritten Text
1

chulbert
Rectangle


of the air quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality
documentation will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Thank you.

Jack Cheng

South Coast Air Quality Management District
CEQAIGR

(909) 396-2448

jcheng@agmd.gov

1-1
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Hermosa Beach Office ( ’B[

Phone: (310) 798-2400

Fa (310 798-2402 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP
San Diego Office 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318

Phone: (858) 999-0070 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Phone: (619) 940-4522 www.cbcearthlaw.com

2

Amy Minteer
Email Address:
acm@chbcearthlaw.com

Direct Dial:
310-798-2400 Ext. 3

September 26, 2017

Via Email and U.S. Mail
Dennis Joe

Case Planner

Glendale Planning Division
633 E. Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@qglendaleca.gov

Re:  Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Dear Mr. Joe,

On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
the Biogas Renewable General Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at
least October 30, 2017.

As the City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale. The Biogas Renewable General Project
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding
the landfill. The MND for the Biogas Renewable General Project and related
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for
community members to find it.

Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on
the City’s Planning Department website. It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721

2-1

2-2
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Glendale Planning Department
September 26, 2017
Page 2 of 2

N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the
Scholl Canyon Landfill.

Due to the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND
for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until a few days ago. The
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will
need at least an additional 30 days to review and comment upon. The consequences of
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.

For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas
Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately
prominently post the MND and a revised public notice regarding comments on the
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/).

GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. We look forward to the
City promptly addressing this issue.

Sincerely,
//J/M,z,e'Z

“ Amy Minteer
Attorney for GOCHA

CC:

Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor, vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov

Paula Devine, Councilmember, pdevine@qglendaleca.gov

Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember, zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov

Ara Najarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendaleca.gov

Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendaleca.gov

Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzafame@glendaleca.gov
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendaleca.gov
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendaleca.gov
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From: Cynthia Kellman

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; Agajanian, Vrej; Lanzafame, Philip; Krause,
Erik; Zurn, Stephen; Amy Minteer

Subject: Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation
Project

Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 1:41:21 PM

Attachments: Request for Extension for Biogas Project MND.pdf

Dear Mr. Joe,

Attached please find a letter of request from Amy Minteer regarding the above-captioned
subject.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Cynthia Kellman

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS

2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Tel: 310-798-2400 x6

Fax: 310-798-2402

Email: cpk@cbcearthlaw.com

Website: www.cbcearthlaw.com
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Hermosa Beach Office GBC Amy Minteer

Phone: (310) 798-2400 Email Address:

Fax.  (310) 798-2402 C hClﬂ'e n'B rown & CCI I'Si'e ns LLP acm@cbcearthlaw.com
San Diego Office 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318

Phone: (858) 999-0070 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 Direct Dial:

Phone: (619) 940-4522 www.cbcearthlaw.com 310-798-2400 Ext. 3

September 26, 2017

Via Email and U.S. Mail
Dennis Joe

Case Planner

Glendale Planning Division
633 E. Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@qglendaleca.gov

Re:  Request of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Dear Mr. Joe,

On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
the Biogas Renewable General Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at
least October 30, 2017.

As the City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale. The Biogas Renewable General Project
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding
the landfill. The MND for the Biogas Renewable General Project and related
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for
community members to find it.

Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on
the City’s Planning Department website. It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721
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Glendale Planning Department
September 26, 2017
Page 2 of 2

N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the
Scholl Canyon Landfill.

Due to the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND
for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until a few days ago. The
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will
need at least an additional 30 days to review and comment upon. The consequences of
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.

For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas
Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately
prominently post the MND and a revised public notice regarding comments on the
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/).

GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancialservices.com.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. We look forward to the
City promptly addressing this issue.

Sincerely,
//J/M,z,e'Z

“ Amy Minteer
Attorney for GOCHA

CC:

Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor, vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov

Paula Devine, Councilmember, pdevine@qglendaleca.gov

Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember, zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov

Ara Najarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendaleca.gov

Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendaleca.gov

Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzafame@glendaleca.gov
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendaleca.gov
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendaleca.gov
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Hermosa Beach Office GBC Amy Minteer

Phone: (310) 798-2400 Email Address:
(310) 798-2402 Chdﬂ'e n'Brown & Cchfens LLP acm@chbcearthlaw.com
San Diego Office 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Phone: (858) 999-0070 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 Direct Dial:
Phone: (619) 940-4522 www.cbcearthlaw.com 310-798-2400 Ext. 3

September 26, 2017

Via Email and U.S. Mail
Dennis Joe

Case Planner

Glendale Planning Division
633 E. Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@qlendal eca.gov

Re:  Reguest of Extension of Comment Period on Mitigated Negative
Declaration for Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Dear Mr. Joe,

On behalf of the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association (GOCHA), we
request that the deadline for comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 3.1
the Biogas Renewable Genera Project be extended from September 30, 2017 until at
least October 30, 2017.

Asthe City is aware, projects concerning the Scholl Canyon Landfill are of great
concern and interest to the residents of Glendale. The Biogas Renewable General Project
would be developed on the Scholl Canyon Landfill site to address methane from the
landfill and may be used as a basis to claim the life of the landfill should be prolonged.
Due to the significant public interest in projects related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill, the
City has created a website dedicated to the news and documents relating to the site, to
which staff regularly directs community members when they have questions regarding
the landfill. The MND for the Biogas Renewable Genera Project and related
documentation was buried under several links at the site, making it nearly impossible for
community membersto find it. ®

3-2

Additionally, there was a complete lack of transparency regarding this Project on
the City’s Planning Department website. It was listed under a Los Angeles address, 7721 3-3
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Glendale Planning Department
September 26, 2017
Page 2 of 2

N. Figueroa Street, instead of under the Project name or a recognizable address for the
Scholl Canyon Landfill.

Dueto the lack of good faith public notice regarding the availability of the MND
for the Biogas Renewable General Project, members of GOCHA did not uncover its
existence, and the rapidly approaching deadline for comments, until afew daysago. The
MND and its appendices total more than 1,300 pages of documents that GOCHA will
need at |east an additional 30 days to review and comment upon. The consequences of
this Project are of great concern to GOCHA and many other members of the public and
the City should solicit genuine public input regarding it.

For all of these reasons, the City should extend the comment period on the Biogas
Renewable General Project MND by at least 30 days and should immediately
prominently post the MND and arevised public notice regarding comments on the
homepage of the Scholl Canyon Landfill website (www.schollcanyonlandfill.org/).

GOCHA further requests notification pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21092.2 for any future notices for projects at or related to the Scholl Canyon Landfill.
Notices can be sent electronically to rmarquis@securedfinancial services.com.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. We look forward to the
City promptly addressing thisissue.

Sincerely,
//J/M,z,e'Z

“ Amy Minteer
Attorney for GOCHA

CC:

Vartan Gharpetian, Mayor, vgharpetian@glendal eca.gov

Paula Devine, Councilmember, pdevine@glendaleca.gov

Zareh Sinanyan , Councilmember, zsinanyan@glendal eca.gov

AraNgarian, Councilmember, anajarian@glendal eca.gov

Vreg Agajanian, Councilmember, vagajanian@glendal eca.gov

Phillip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development, planzaf ame@qlendal eca.gov
Erik Krause, Acting Deputy Dir. of Community Development, ekrause@glendal eca.gov
Steve Zurn, General Manager, Glendale Water and Power, szurn@glendal eca.gov
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Jose HulizAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

September 27, 2017

Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Planning Division

City of Glendale

Via email at djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

As the City of Los Angeles’ Council District 14 representative, which includes Eagle Rock,
I would like to thank you for extending the period for public comment to October 20 for
the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project for Scholl Canyon landfill. As you may be aware, the operation of the
landfill is of great concern to my office and the constituents | represent. | am particularly
troubled by the fact that my office only recently learned of the proposed MND, especially
given our ongoing involvement in the debate over the proposed expansion of the landfill.

| am deeply concerned that outreach has not been adequate and that the residents of
Eagle Rock have not received notification from the City of Glendale about this proposal.
My office feels a broader outreach plan to Eagle Rock residents is warranted, and my
staff would welcome the opportunity to assist you in this outreach.

To this end, | respectfully request the following:

1. Allow my office to review and assist in your outreach to Eagle Rock and provide
you with contacts to help facilitate effective outreach to all stakeholders.

2. Hold a community meeting in Eagle Rock. My office can assist you in securing the
Eagle Rock Recreation Center, which was used successfully for a community
meeting regarding the proposed landfill expansion.

3. Provide my office a full briefing on the proposal at your earliest convenience.
Please contact Zenay Loera, my District Director, to arrange a time and date at
(323) 254-5295 or at zenay.loera@lacity.org.

Eagle Rock residents are primary stakeholders in your project. Though City of Los
Angeles businesses and residents are not allowed access to the landfill and are not
customers of Glendale Water & Power, we are a neighbor to the site. The only active
entrance to the site is through the City of Los Angeles. This access point is adjacent to

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ¢ .LOS ANGELES, IFORNIA 90041
PrHoNE: (323) 254-5295 e Fax: (213) 485-8788
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Jose Hui1zAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

homes, schools, a major City park, and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of
Los Angeles. As such, these City stakeholders bear a significant burden from the
operation of the landfill. These stakeholders deserve an opportunity to hear the full details
about and offer comment on the MND and proposed Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. | look forward to a thorough discussion of your project, and respectfully await
your prompt response.

Sincerely,

/M%gm

JOSE HUIZAR
COUNCILMEMBER, DISTRICT 14
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CC: Glendale Mayor Vartan Gharpetian; Councilmember Paula Devine; Councilmember
Ara Najarian; Councilmember Zareh Sinanyan; Councilmember Vrej Agajanian; Debra
Bogdanoff, Senior Engineer, Sanitation District of Los Angeles County; Steve Zurn,
General Manager, Glendale Water and Power; April M. Fitzpatrick, Assistant General
Manager, Glendale Water and Power; Maurice OQillataguerre, Environmental Program
Administrator, Glendale Water and Power; Los Angeles County Supervisor Hilda Solis

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ® LOs ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90041
PHONE: (323) 254-5295 = Fax: (213) 485-8788
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From: Rich Schmittdiel

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Public Comment on Scholl Canyon EIR Biogas Facility
Date: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 5:09:29 PM
Dennis Joe,

| am a 30 year resident of Glenoaks Canyon. | have long been aware of the existence of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. Overall, | believe that facility provides a cost-effective solution to 5.1
Glendale’s solid waste disposal needs. That said, | oppose plans to expand the size and height
of the landfill beyond what is currently permitted. | DO support construction and operation of I 5
a biogas electrical co-generation facility on the site. Such a facility will reduce the amount of
material going into the landfill, and will produce electrical energy from material that would 5-3

otherwise just be buried or hauled away. This is a GOOD idea and the City should proceed on
it. [

Richard Schmittdiel
2234 Hollister Terrace
Glendale, CA 91206
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

EDMUND G, BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7-OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

PHONE (213) 897-0067

FAX (213) 897-1337

www.dot.ca.gov

6
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Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

September 28, 2017

Mr. Erik Krause

City of Glendale

633 East Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, CA 91206

RE: Biogas Renewable Generation
Vic: LA-134 PM: 11.478

GTS# 07-LA-2017-01106

SCH# 2017081062

Dear Mr. Krause,

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The project includes construction
and operation of an approximately 12 megawatt power generation facility that would utilize
landfill gas as fuel to generate renewable energy. The proposed power plant would be located on
a portion of an approximately 95-acre site in the City of Glendale.

The nearest State facility to the project site is State Route 134. Caltrans does not expect project
approval to result in direct adverse impacts to existing State transportation facilities.

Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials requiring use of oversized-
transport vehicles on State highways will require a Caltrans transportation permit. Caltrans
recommends that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods. Also, storm water
run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties. Be mindful that the project needs
to be designed to discharge clean run-off water.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please contact project
coordinator, Severin Martinez at (213) 897-0067 or severin.martinez(@dot.ca.gov and refer to
GTS# 07<LA-2017-01106

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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From: Lisa Karahalios

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Proposed air, noise and light pollution

Date: Thursday, September 28, 2017 8:24:40 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

As a resident of Eagle Rock, | object to the proposed burning of gasses at the Glendale Dump. | plan on 7.1

joining my fellow Eagle rock residents to stop this. There is already a disproportionate impact on Eagle
Rock.

Lisa Karahalios
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From: Elor

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 11:02:28 AM

Good morning Mr. Joe,

| am the homeowner at 7652 N. Figueroa St. Our street consist of only 7 homes and we are

di rectly across from THE RICHARD ALATORRE PARK , AND THE BEAUTIFUL HISTORIC MONUMENT of
EAGLE ROCK. Wewould love the opportunity to learn about this project and learn about the negative effects it will have on
our daily lives. We urge you to hold a community meeting at the ER Recreation center so we can learn the details and/or
negative impacts of this project. |I've read that the project will take over ayear to be completed. We are all working parents,
family isthe most important thing to us, aswe all have small children. It isimperative to learn as much as possible about this
project; | believe that can be efficiently achieved at a public community meeting. My main concern being the well being and
health of our children and neighbors.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Flor Mendez

8-1
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From: turned@pacbell.net

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Scholl Canyon Extension

Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 3:53:51 PM

Hello Dennis,

| would like to reflect that | am opposed to the extension of use at the Scholl Canyon landfill. 9-1
Regards,

Kim Turner

5203 Vincent Ave

Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: Sean Starkey

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Najarian, Ara; Sinanyan, Zareh; Agajanian, Vrej; sclfeir@lacsd.org; Zurn,
Stephen; Fitzpatrick, April; Oillataguerre, Maurice; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov

Subject: Scholl Canyon - 7721 N Figueroa St, Los Angeles, CA 90041

Date: Friday, September 29, 2017 1:13:05 PM

Attachments: Scholl Canyon Biogas MND.pdf

On behalf of Los Angeles City Councilmember José Huizar, we would like to thank you for extending the public comment
period for the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project for Scholl Canyon
landfill.

Asthe City of Los Angeles Council District 14 representative, which includes the community of Eagle Rock, Councilmember 10-1
Huizar is concerned that adequate outreach has not been done to residents in our community affected by this project.

He s requesting a public meeting be held in Eagle Rock. Our staff would be happy to assist you in securing alocation and
facilitating outreach to all stakeholders. Please contact Zenay Loera, our District Director, to arrange atime and date 10-2

at 323.254.5295 or at zenay.loera@lacity.org.

Please see the attached | etter from Councilmember Huizar.
Sincerely,

Sean Starkey

Field Deputy - Eagle Rock

Office of Councilmember José Huizar
City of Los Angeles | Council District 14

Northeast Office
2035 Colorado Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90041

(323) 254-5295 office | (213) 485-8788 fax

2]
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Jose HulizAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

September 27, 2017

Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Planning Division

City of Glendale

Via email at djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

As the City of Los Angeles’ Council District 14 representative, which includes Eagle Rock,
I would like to thank you for extending the period for public comment to October 20 for
the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project for Scholl Canyon landfill. As you may be aware, the operation of the
landfill is of great concern to my office and the constituents | represent. | am particularly
troubled by the fact that my office only recently learned of the proposed MND, especially
given our ongoing involvement in the debate over the proposed expansion of the landfill.

| am deeply concerned that outreach has not been adequate and that the residents of
Eagle Rock have not received notification from the City of Glendale about this proposal.
My office feels a broader outreach plan to Eagle Rock residents is warranted, and my
staff would welcome the opportunity to assist you in this outreach.

To this end, | respectfully request the following:

1. Allow my office to review and assist in your outreach to Eagle Rock and provide
you with contacts to help facilitate effective outreach to all stakeholders.

2. Hold a community meeting in Eagle Rock. My office can assist you in securing the
Eagle Rock Recreation Center, which was used successfully for a community
meeting regarding the proposed landfill expansion.

3. Provide my office a full briefing on the proposal at your earliest convenience.
Please contact Zenay Loera, my District Director, to arrange a time and date at
(323) 254-5295 or at zenay.loera@lacity.org.

Eagle Rock residents are primary stakeholders in your project. Though City of Los
Angeles businesses and residents are not allowed access to the landfill and are not
customers of Glendale Water & Power, we are a neighbor to the site. The only active
entrance to the site is through the City of Los Angeles. This access point is adjacent to

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ¢ .LOS ANGELES, IFORNIA 90041
PrHoNE: (323) 254-5295 e Fax: (213) 485-8788

&





Jose Hui1zAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

homes, schools, a major City park, and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of
Los Angeles. As such, these City stakeholders bear a significant burden from the
operation of the landfill. These stakeholders deserve an opportunity to hear the full details
about and offer comment on the MND and proposed Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. | look forward to a thorough discussion of your project, and respectfully await
your prompt response.

Sincerely,

/M%gm

JOSE HUIZAR
COUNCILMEMBER, DISTRICT 14
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CC: Glendale Mayor Vartan Gharpetian; Councilmember Paula Devine; Councilmember
Ara Najarian; Councilmember Zareh Sinanyan; Councilmember Vrej Agajanian; Debra
Bogdanoff, Senior Engineer, Sanitation District of Los Angeles County; Steve Zurn,
General Manager, Glendale Water and Power; April M. Fitzpatrick, Assistant General
Manager, Glendale Water and Power; Maurice OQillataguerre, Environmental Program
Administrator, Glendale Water and Power; Los Angeles County Supervisor Hilda Solis

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ® LOs ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90041
PHONE: (323) 254-5295 = Fax: (213) 485-8788
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Jose HulizAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

September 27, 2017

Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Planning Division

City of Glendale

Via email at djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

As the City of Los Angeles’ Council District 14 representative, which includes Eagle Rock,
I would like to thank you for extending the period for public comment to October 20 for
the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project for Scholl Canyon landfill. As you may be aware, the operation of the
landfill is of great concern to my office and the constituents | represent. | am particularly
troubled by the fact that my office only recently learned of the proposed MND, especially
given our ongoing involvement in the debate over the proposed expansion of the landfill.

| am deeply concerned that outreach has not been adequate and that the residents of
Eagle Rock have not received notification from the City of Glendale about this proposal.
My office feels a broader outreach plan to Eagle Rock residents is warranted, and my
staff would welcome the opportunity to assist you in this outreach.

To this end, | respectfully request the following:

1. Allow my office to review and assist in your outreach to Eagle Rock and provide
you with contacts to help facilitate effective outreach to all stakeholders.

2. Hold a community meeting in Eagle Rock. My office can assist you in securing the
Eagle Rock Recreation Center, which was used successfully for a community
meeting regarding the proposed landfill expansion.

3. Provide my office a full briefing on the proposal at your earliest convenience.
Please contact Zenay Loera, my District Director, to arrange a time and date at
(323) 254-5295 or at zenay.loera@lacity.org.

Eagle Rock residents are primary stakeholders in your project. Though City of Los
Angeles businesses and residents are not allowed access to the landfill and are not
customers of Glendale Water & Power, we are a neighbor to the site. The only active
entrance to the site is through the City of Los Angeles. This access point is adjacent to

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ¢ .LOS ANGELES, IFORNIA 90041
PrHoNE: (323) 254-5295 e Fax: (213) 485-8788
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Jose Hui1zAR
COUNCILMEMBER, 14TH DISTRICT

homes, schools, a major City park, and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of
Los Angeles. As such, these City stakeholders bear a significant burden from the
operation of the landfill. These stakeholders deserve an opportunity to hear the full details
about and offer comment on the MND and proposed Biogas Renewable Generation
Project. | look forward to a thorough discussion of your project, and respectfully await
your prompt response.

Sincerely,

/M%gm

JOSE HUIZAR
COUNCILMEMBER, DISTRICT 14
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CC: Glendale Mayor Vartan Gharpetian; Councilmember Paula Devine; Councilmember
Ara Najarian; Councilmember Zareh Sinanyan; Councilmember Vrej Agajanian; Debra
Bogdanoff, Senior Engineer, Sanitation District of Los Angeles County; Steve Zurn,
General Manager, Glendale Water and Power; April M. Fitzpatrick, Assistant General
Manager, Glendale Water and Power; Maurice OQillataguerre, Environmental Program
Administrator, Glendale Water and Power; Los Angeles County Supervisor Hilda Solis

2035 COLORADO BOULEVARD ® LOs ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90041
PHONE: (323) 254-5295 = Fax: (213) 485-8788
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HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

CiTY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA

11

DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD EMPOWERMENT

Post Office Box 50791 200 N. Spring St. Ste.2005
Los Angeles, CA 90050 Los Angeles, CA 90012
htp:/www.highlandparknc.com Telephone: (213) 978-1551
Certified as NC #33 May 28, 2002
COMMITTEE CHAIRS
OFFICERS Harvey Slater EXECUTIVE
Harvey Slater PRESIDENT Daniel Andalon RULES

Daniel Andalon FIRST VICE PRESIDENT
Antonio Castillo SECOND VICE PRESIDENT

Joan Potter BUDGET & FINANCE
Yolanda Nogueira OUTREACH

Joan Potter TREASURER Antonio Castillo, Susanne Huerta LAND USE
Rocio Rivas SECRETARY Rocio Rivas FAMILY, YOUTH & EDUCATION
Vacant PUBLIC SAFETY
DIRECTORS AT LARGE Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas HOUSING &
Liz Amsden, Elizabeth Andalon, SuzAnn Brantner, Linda “Boo” HOMELESSNESS

Caban, Gabriel Chabran, Melanie Freeland, Zacharias Gardea,
Susanne Huerta, Sheri Lunn, Marcus Moché, Stanley Moore,
Yolanda Nogueira, Diego Silva, Jamie Tijerina

Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas BEAUTIFICATION

Jamie Tijerina CULTURE AND EQUALITY
Gabriel Chabran ARTS

SuzAnn Brantner SUSTAINABILITY

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council

October 5, 2017

Mayor Eric Garcetti & the Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
cc: Los Angeles Energy, Climate Change and Environmental Justice Committee
City of Glendale City Council and Glendale Department of Water and Power

Re: Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council which represents over 60,000 Los Angeles
stakeholders who reside, own property, or conduct business in our neighborhood calls on the City
Council to immediately join with Councilmembers Huizar and demand Glendale require an EIR on the
impact of the construction and operation of the proposed biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill for
northeast Los Angeles BEFORE any further steps are taken in connection with this project.

Three years ago our Neighborhood Council joined with Councilmember Huizar and many other
organizations in the northeast to oppose the unnecessary expansion plans for the Scholl Canyon Landfill,
located just behind the hills above the 134 Freeway and accessed via Figueroa Street near the Eagle
Rock Recreation Center. While the Scholl dump is on the outskirts of Glendale, it overlooks northeast
Los Angeles and any changes there affect our neighborhoods’ health, safety, and economy. Glendale’s
Environmental Impact Report totally ignored Los Angeles stakeholders and focused only on the impacts
on Glendale's air, water, views, and traffic.

Page 1 of 2
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HHPNC - Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

And now a new plan for a "Biogas Renewable Generation Project” — an on-site processing plant for the ?
natural gas produced by the existing garbage in the dump — was set to have its comment period close on
September 30" But Councilmember Huizar and his staff have secured a 21-day extension. For this they

11-3

have our thanks.
®
This new project is listed as in the 90041 zip code yet there has been no outreach to the organizations

representing the interests of Eagle Rock stakeholders.

11-4

As with the dump expansion there are serious concerns about air quality — especially toxic particulate 11-5
matter, groundwater contamination, noise, and aesthetics (since the proposed location above Eagle 11-6
Rock already has visible lights and trailers) both during and after the construction period. The location 11-7
will probably have to be significantly expanded to accommodate the water tanks and the lights and 11-8
noise will be an ongoing concern for Eagle Rock since it appears that the power plant will operate 24-7. s 11-9

The sole access point is at the northern end of Figueroa, adjacent to homes, schools, a major City park,
and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of Los Angeles so City stakeholders bear a significant

. L : . . 11-10
burden from the current operation of the landfill, including trash and debris, pollution, traffic, and

deteriorating road conditions in the area around the entrance to the landfill.

The construction itself which will take more than a year will further exacerbate the use of the Figueroa
corridor since the Glendale City Council refused to allow dump trucks to use the Glenoaks Blvd access 11-11
many decades ago.

Meanwhile the dump continues to percolate known carcinogens and other toxic chemicals through the
fractured bedrock below it into the groundwater west of the landfill adjacent to City water supplies.

Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or the more dangerous faults
close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing more dangerous contaminants from the
dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and explosions won’t magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak,
how will Glendale evacuate and compensate the Los Angeles communities affected.

([ J
Pollution doesn’t just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo and Scholl l
A competent EIR addressing the concerns of northeast Los Angeles will show the landfill is unsustainable
under any circumstances, and is irreconcilable with our vision of a greener California. Right now, Los
Angeles needs to call on Glendale to shut the dump down and focus on clean up and remediation along 11-15

our shared border. The first step is to stop further investment which will drive dump expansion.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council commends Councilmember Huizar for his initial action
and requests that the Mayor and City Council join him in protecting the health and quality of life for

Angelenos in Highland Park and the other communities of northeast Los Angeles by taking all steps 11-16
necessary to demand a Los Angeles-centric EIR and stop Glendale moving forward with this project.

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council

Page 2 of 2
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From: Greg Merideth

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: David Greene; Sean Starkey

Subject: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Monday, October 09, 2017 5:04:44 PM
Attachments: Scholl Canyon - Biogas.pdf

Dear Mr. Joe -

Attached, please find arequest from The Eagle Rock Association regarding the City of
Glendale's proposed biogas renewable generation project. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me.

Greg Merideth

President

The Eagle Rock Association
(323) 240-2238



mailto:gregofla@gmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:david.greene@ernc.la
mailto:sean.starkey@lacity.org

T ERA Qe

THE EAGLE ROCK ASSOCIATION

SINCE 1988

October 9, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe

Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, California 91206-4386

RE: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Dear Mr. Joe:
On behalf of the board of The Eagle Rock Association (TERA), | am writing you
regarding the City of Glendale’s proposed biogas renewable generation project at the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The TERA board, along with others within the community of
Eagle Rock, have many questions regarding this project. We believe that since the
Scholl Canyon facility abuts and has its sole access through our community, it is fair to
request that the City of Glendale provide a forum for our community members to pose
those questions and have them answered.
As such, TERA requests that the City of Glendale:

1) Immediately hold a special hearing for and in the community of Eagle Rock;

2) Further extend the comment period until November 30, 2017 so that the hearing
can be held and sufficient time remain for public comment.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | hope that the City of Glendale will see the
reasonableness of this request and will grant it. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Ly Wik

Greg Merideth
President

cc: Sean Starkey, Deputy, L.A. Council District 14
David Greene, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

TERA The Eagle Rock Association « PO Box 41453 *Eagle Rock, CA 90041 « 323 799 1190 -www.tera90041.org
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THE EAGLE ROCK ASSOCIATION

SINCE 1988

October 9, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe

Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, California 91206-4386

RE: Scholl Canyon - Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Dear Mr. Joe:

On behalf of the board of The Eagle Rock Association (TERA), | am writing you ’
regarding the City of Glendale’s proposed biogas renewable generation project at the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. The TERA board, along with others within the community of

Eagle Rock, have many questions regarding this project. We believe that since the 12-1
Scholl Canyon facility abuts and has its sole access through our community, it is fair to
request that the City of Glendale provide a forum for our community members to pose
those questions and have them answered. L

As such, TERA requests that the City of Glendale:

1) Immediately hold a special hearing for and in the community of Eagle Rock; I 12-2
2) Further extend the comment period until November 30, 2017 so that the hearing
can be held and sufficient time remain for public comment. 12-3

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | hope that the City of Glendale will see the
reasonableness of this request and will grant it. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Ly Wik

Greg Merideth
President

cc: Sean Starkey, Deputy, L.A. Council District 14
David Greene, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

TERA The Eagle Rock Association « PO Box 41453 *Eagle Rock, CA 90041 « 323 799 1190 -www.tera90041.org
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”
900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
MARK PESTRELLA, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: EP'O

October 10, 2017

Mr. Steve Zurn

General Manager

Glendale Water & Power
141 North Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206

Dear Mr. Zurn:

SCHOLL CANYON LANDFILL
BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

On October 3, 2017, Dorine Martirosian of your City Attorney's office contacted?
Ms. Julia Weissman of the Office of County Counsel to request that the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works acknowledge that it is aware of the City's | 13.1
proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the City's
preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project. We understand
that the comment period for this MND originally was set to run from August 31, 2017,
through September 30, 2017, and was extended to October 20, 2017.

.
After checking our records and making inquiries, Public Works has not been able to locate T
receipt of any Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND, and was unaware that the City had
prepared the MND and released it for public comment until your City Attorney's office
contacted our County Counsel regarding this matter. As the owner of property on which
the project is proposed to be built and a member of the Joint Powers Authority that
governs the operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, we believe that it is important for the 13-2
County to have sufficient time to review the MND and prepare comments and that this
opportunity is supported under the California Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, we
are requesting that the City further extend the comment period until thirty (30) days from
the date of this letter. L



chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text
13

chulbert
Typewritten Text
13-1

chulbert
Rectangle

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text
13-2


Mr. Steve Zurn
October 10, 2017
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Shari Afshari at (626) 458-4008 or
safshari@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Very truly yours,

MARK PESTRELLA

'@o Public Works

1"

SHARI AFSHARI
Deputy Director

CR:ao

h/adhome/ao/EPD/Scholl Canyon Landfill Mr Zurn

cc: County Counsel (Julia Weissman)
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Grace Robinson Hyde)
Glendale City Attorney (Dorine Martirosian)
Lewis Brisbois (Claire Hervey Collins)
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2351 E. Glenoaks Blvd.,
Glendale, CA 91206
QOctober 15,2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is sent to comment on the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project at the

Scholl Canyon Landfill. Because there is a glut of power on the market, the public should be I 14-1
informed why the current pipes that take the methane to Grayson can no longer be used. If a 14-2
plant must be built, please consider building a much less expensive plant that produces less

power and would be more appropriate for a landfill situated near residential neighborhoods 14-3
such as at Toyon Landfill in Griffith Park (link provided below). Finally, it seems that there @

have been CEQA violations in not including this MND in the Grayson Repowering Project 14-4

EIR. This project requires an EIR and also should be reconsidered for current needs and
budgets. )
®

* According to a 2-5-17 article in the Los Angeles Times (““‘Californians are paying billions
for power they don’t need”), California has a glut of electricity on the market. Why are
we building yet another power plant?

California has a big — and growing — glut of power, an investigation by the Los
Angeles Times has found. The state’s power plants are on track to be able to produce
at least 21% more electricity than it needs by 2020, based on official estimates. And
that doesn’t even count the soaring production of electricity by roofiop solar panels
that has added to the surplus. To cover the expense of new plants whose power isn’t
needed — Colusa, for example, has operated far below capacity since opening —
Californians are paying a higher premium to switch on lights or turn on electric
stoves. In recent years, the gap between what Californians pay versus the rest of the 14-5
country has nearly doubled to about 50%. This translates into a staggering bill.
Although California uses 2.6% less electricity annually from the power grid now than
in 2008, residential and business customers together pay 36.8 billion more for power
than they did then. The added cost to customers will total many billions of dollars over
the next two decades, because regulators have approved higher rates for years to
come so ulilities can recoup the expense of building and maintaining the new plants,
transmission lines and related equipment, even if their power isn’t needed. How this
came about is a tale of what critics call misguided and inept decision-making by state
utility regulators, who have ignored repeated warnings going back a decade about a
looming power glut.“ In California, we’re blinding ourselves to the facts,” said
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Loretta Lynch, a former president of the California Public Utilities Commission, who
along with consumer advocacy groups has fought to stop building plants. “We’re

awash in power at a premium price.” 14-5
http:/fwww latimes.com/projects/la-fi-electricity-capacity/

© Because there is a glut of power, why not continue to use the pipes that currently take
the methane from Scholl Landfill to Grayson? I 14-6

* If a power plant does need to be built at Scholl, why not build a much less expensive
one? I recommend you consider a power plant such as was built at the Toyon Landfill
in Griffith Park. It produces 1 MW of electricity and cost $ 3.2 million. This
type of power plant not only addresses the glut of electricity on the market but is much | 14-7
more affordable for the City of Glendale. Information about it is on this website:
http://www .businesswire.com/news/home/20160519005334/en/Ener-Core-Receives-
Purchase-Order-Install-EC-250-EcoStations

* Finally, the Biogas Generation Project seems to be directly related to the Grayson
Repowering Project. If so, why is it not included in that Draft EIR? It seems this
MND is being piecemealed or segmented which is a violation of CEQA (California
Environmental Quality Act). As the 4th District Court of Appeal ... noted in
_ Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach_ (12/12/12), “CEQA forbids
‘piecemeal’ review of the significant environmental impacts of a project. (Citation 14-8
omitted) Agencies cannot allow ‘environmental considerations [to] become submerged
by chopping a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal potential
impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have disastrous
consequences.’" https://www.avvo.com/legal-guides/ugc/piecemeal-review-of-
projects-under-ceqa °®

Please give further to consideration to the proposed Biogas Generation Project. A much less 14-9
expensive power plant could be built. Also, this MND violates CEQA guidelines and should
have been included in the Grayson EIR. Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts on

this subject. 14-10

Best regards,

5%@11 O =2 Cf"é)“’w\.; 7

Frances F. Coburn, PhD
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2351 E. Glenoaks Blvd.
Glendale, CA 91206
October 15,2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter will comment on the Aesthetics portion of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. The Aesthetics portion of the
MND omitted to discuss the fact that the area surrounding the proposed project has been
included in the Rim of the Valley Corridor Preservation Act, which would expand the
boundaries of the Santa Monica National Recreation Area. Also omitted in the
discussion on Aesthetics was how this project will impact locations outside of the City of
Glendale. The MND discussion in Regulatory Settings has unfairly characterized the
impact the project within the residential setting of Glenoaks Canyon as being one of “low
visual sensitivity.” Finally, this MND project has been “piecemealed” as it is one of
several projects planned for the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The aesthetic impacts of this
project should be evaluated with impacts of the three projects together to give a more
accurate portrait of what will be occurring on the landfill. To piecemeal or to not present
all projects at once is a violation of CEQA guidelines. This letter is to request that an
Environmental Impact Report be conducted so that all proposed projects could be
evaluated as a whole in each area of impact, including Aesthetics.

3.1 Aesthetics

3.1.1 Settings: The discussion on settings in the MND of the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project mentions the “natural beauty, such as visual and scenic resources as
aesthetic functions that contain natural beauty” and goes on to say “there are no
designated scenic vistas near the Proposed Project or within other parts of the existing
SCFL, nor are there any designated scenic vistas from which the proposed Project would
be visible.” Unfortunately, the MND neglected to mention that the beautiful San Rafael
Hills surrounding the SCL have been included in the Rim of the Valley Corridor
Preservation Act, which would expand the boundaries of the Santa Monica Mountains
National Recreation Area. Congressman Adam Schiff is slated to reintroduce this
legislation to the House in late October 2017(see following satellite photo).
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Not including this act in the MND is an oversight, minimizing the importance of the
natural beauty surrounding the landfill and which is greatly valued by residents in areas
immediately surrounding the landfill. The following photos illustrate the beauty of the
area and how the landfill’s presence (specifically the 2015 Slope Repair Project” at
Scholl Canyon Landfill) has adversely impacted its scenic beauty.

view of Landfill's
2015 Slope Repair
Project from hills
as seen from the
north side of
Glencaks Canyon
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" View of 2015
'S Slope Repair
4 project at
Scholl
. ™ Canyon
Landfill from
South Side of

Glenoaks
Canyon.

Secondly, the MND discussion of scenic vistas focuses solely on the City of Glendale
and does not include areas to the south that are adjacent to the Scholl Canyon Landfill
and may inchide views of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project such as: The Richard
Alatorre Park, The Eagle Rock Canyon Trail, 5499 Eagle Rock View Drive, Los
Angeles, CA 90041 and the Eagle Rock Hillside Park, 2646-2978 Scholl Canyon Road,
Los Angeles, CA. Furthermore, the MND report does not take into account the westward
views from the Linda Vista area in Pasadena or possible impacts on the heavily used
Rose Bowl recreation area.

Regulatory Settings: According to Map 4-25, “Ridgelines and Streams of the San Rafael
Hills, Scholl canyon is not a primary or secondary ridgelines (City of Glendale, 1993),
and therefore is characterized as an area of “low visual sensitivity.” This negates the
beauty for those living within boundaries of Scholl or Glenoaks Canyon, which is an area
of supposedly low visual sensitivity. All aspects of the continued operation of the landfill
and the proposed future projects (Biogas Renewable Generation Project, Anaerobic
Digester, Expansion Project) along with the current landfill itself work to expand the
presence of the landfill to surrounding communities. One project directly affects another
so that whereas the Biogas Generation project may not be visible as a ridgeline,
residences below the ridgeline are affected by the looming presence of the landfill. For
example, the berm that has been created as a result of the “Slope Repair Project” in 2015
can be widely seen throughout the canyon as well as from the surrounding hillsides as
seen in the previous photos. This photo is evidence that landfill expansion projects
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adversely affect the so-called “low visual sensitivity” areas in the canyon, not just the
ridgelines.
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View of 2015 Slope Repair
at Landfill from Glenoaks
Blvd. and Haverkamp.

The photos from the Slope Repair Project illustrate why residents of Glenoaks Canyon
are very concerned about the effects of the Biogas Generation Project and the subsequent
expansion that it represents. The MND does not adequately address aesthetic
consequences of projects such as the Biogas Generation Project that will expand the
landfill. Legal requirements regarding aesthetic impacts include the following, “[A]ny
substantial, negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty could
constitute a "significant" environmental impact under CEQA.” (Quail Botanical
Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal App 4™ 1597, 1604.)
According to the California Court of Appeal, lay opinions that articulate the basis of the
opinion can constitute substantial evidence of a negative aesthetic impact. (Ocean View
Estates Homeowners Assoc., Inc.v. Montecito Water District (2004) 116 Cal.App 4th
396, 402.) Expert testimony on the matter is not required because the overall aesthetic
impact of a project is a subjective matter for which personal observations are sufficient
evidence of the impact. (Id.; Oro Fine Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990)
225 Cal . App.3d 872, 882.)

Of great concern is the fact that this Biogas Generation Project is presented as a
project all by itself. Although not mentioned in the MND for the Biogas Generation
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Project, the current EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project makes many references to
the fact that the “Biogas Generation Project,” as well as the “Anaerobic Digestion
Project” are a related part of the Expansion of the landfill itself, which is still under active
consideration, CEQA requires that environmental review documents analyze “the whole
of an action” (CEQA Guidelines § 15378) and not evade comprehensive CEQA analysis
by splitting projects into separate pieces for purposes of environmental review. “One way
to evaluate which acts are part of a project is to examine how closely related the acts are
to the overall objective of the project.” (Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible
Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal App4th 1214, 1226.) Here, the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project relies upon the gas produced by the Scholl Canyon
Landfill to operate. Thus, the Biogas Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill project are 15-9
intrinsically linked. The MND’s claim that this project has independent utility is without
merit. “The idea that all integral activities are part of the same CEQA project does not
establish that only integral activities are part of the same CEQA project.” (Id. at 1229,
emphasis in original.) The Biogas Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion
Project were always intended to be implemented hand in hand and the same site. The
City cannot now evade full CEQA review of the Biogas Project by segmenting review of
this component of the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion.

Thus, there have been grave omissions in the Aesthetic portion of the MND for the
Biogas Generation Project. The MND neglected to mention that Glenoaks Canyon has
received national recognition for its natural beauty as evidenced by its inclusion in the
Rim of the Valley Corridor. It also neglects to consider how the Biogas Generation 4
Project will influence areas in Los Angeles and Pasadena. The Aesthetics review 15-11
wrongly assumes that areas below the ridgeline are low impact. Photos provide evidence ®
how Glenoaks Canyon residents are already adversely affected by views of the landfill. 15-12
Per CEQA Guidelines, “lay opinions that articulate the basis of the opinion can constitute
substantial evidence of a negative aesthetic impact.” Finally, this MND is not sufficient [
for evaluating the impacts. The Biogas Generation Project is directly linked to the
Anaerobic Digestion Project; the Expansion of the landfill and presenting the Biogas
Generation Project by itself is in violation of CEQA guidelines, which prohibit a 15-13
piecemeal approach to a project. This MND is insufficient for the Biogas Generation
Project. An Environmental Impact Report is what is legally required.

15-10

Sincerely,

St Ty,

Joan Morris
Board Member, Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association
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From: MeHee Hyun

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation and Grayson projects
Date: Monday, October 16, 2017 5:31:20 PM

16

Dear GWP Commissioners,

As aresident of the 90041, I'm writing to ask that an environmental impact report be done
before any further consideration of the Biogas Renewable Generation and Grayson projects

proceed. | would hope that as part of the investigation into this rather significant development @

in our neighborhood there is consideration for, in addition to al of the other environmental
concerns, the potential fire danger that this might cause. These projects are very near agood
deal of dry hillside, while adjacent to alarge residential community on the Los Angeles as
well asthe Glendale side. The recent fires, especially in Northern California, should give us
all additional pause to scrutinize things that might increase the risk of this sort of devastation.

Sincerely,
MeHee Hyun

MeHee Hyun, Ph.D.

Core Faculty and Co-Chair,
Undergraduate Studies

Antioch University Los Angeles
PHONE: (310) 578-1080 x101

email: mhyun@antioch.edu
400 Corporate Pointe

Culver City, CA 90230
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From: Susan Phillips 17
To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: School Canyon public comment for 10-16-17
Date: Monday, October 16, 2017 5:24:51 PM
Dear Glendale Planners, PY

| am writing as community member in Eagle Rock, neighbor to the Scholl Canyon project.

| am writing to urge you to conduct afull EIR for this project in conjunction with the Grayson project. While your
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Scholl Canyon project states that there will be minimal to no adverseimpacts | 17-1
of the project in terms of air quality, traffic, visua character, light, noise and so forth, the EIR should be done by an
outside party. Noise and air quality are my two greatest concerns at this time—it is not reassuring to methat there @ 17-2
will not be mining like blasting or pile driving. It is unclear to me that not being in excess of the Noise Element is

satisfactory. el/-3
I would like to request that a full EIR be done by an outside, neutral party in order so that we may further determine
the impact of this project on our neighborhood. 17-4

Also | am concerned that the public comment period has been rushed and has included little to no outreach to Eagle

Rock residents. | would like for this period to be extended so that we may review the documents at hand in amore

deliberate, informed manner. If not, my concernis also alack of transparency and goodwill that takes into account 17-5
not only the best interests of Glendale but also the needs and concerns of Los Angeles residents who border these

projects.

Best wishes,

Susan
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Communities

We Oppose Glendale’s Effort to Build a
United Gas Plant at the Dump in Scholl Canyon
to

EXPANSION Communities United is a multi-jurisdiction nonpartisan
coalition formed in 2015, one year after Glendale

announced an effort in May 2014 to expand by 17 more stories (180 feet) and extend by at
least 20 more years the trash pile at Scholl Canyon. Scholl Dump sits on more than 500
acres at the north end of Figueroa Street, in the southeast corner of Glendale, near the
landmark Eagle Rock, just north of the 134 Freeway, not far from the western boundary of
Pasadena.

SCHOLL October 17, 2017
DUMP

All garbage enters Glendale’s dump through Eagle Rock, with hundreds of dump trucks each
day depositing tons of trash at the site. Pollution stemming from Glendale’s dump imposes
major health burdens, costs, anxiety, and degradation of value on its neighbors.

The dump opened in 1961, before federal standards required a solid rock base beneath
dumps. Despite Scholl Dump’s many documented perils to nearby residents—including dump
contaminants leaching through the shattered rock base of the dump into the water table—
there is no sunset date yet for this symbol of backward waste policies by Glendale.

There are many reasons to oppose the Gas Plant at Scholl Dump, from pollution to public
integrity.

First, opening a gas-powered plant in terrain with known fire risks is a recipe for disaster.
Is it really safe to build a Gas Plant in Scholl Canyon, given that wind-driven wildfires, such as
in April 2015, regularly plague the area?

0—0 ¢

Burning the methane produced by the decay of the 56-year-old dump is vastly better for the
climate than releasing it. Methane presently captured at the dump is piped off site for power
generation. Would the presence of a Gas Plant at Scholl Dump be used to justify prolonging
operation of the dump? Local residents are calling for its closure and holding Glendale
accountable to its own Zero-Waste Resolution (unanimously passed Dec. 6, 2011: see
http://www.ci.glendale.ca.us/public_works/pdf/ZeroWasteResolution.pdf ). The resolution
commits the city to 90 percent waste diversion by 2030 and nearly eliminate dumping.

Second, Glendale has failed to operate a transparent and accountable process on the Gas
Plant at Scholl Dump that the city is proposing. Before local residents and civic organizations
in Eagle Rock or Glendale could ask or get answers for questions about the dump site and its
hazards, Glendale closed the comment period to end official public input. That deadline is
later this week, on Oct. 20. Glendale has not allowed residents a fair opportunity to review
their scheme before this deadline. ®
Third, this lack of transparency and accountability by Glendale fits a pattern we have seen ?
going back to the effort the city announced in 2014 with a DEIR to prolong and vastly
heighten trash dumping. Only determined, outspoken resistance secured extensions in the

comment deadlines then and ultimately stopped Glendale from proceeding with its plan. v
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We join in documenting our concern and opposing the current move by Glendale to proceed
with a Gas Plant at Scholl Dump, a proposal that fails the crucial tests of transparency and
accountability and poses dangers to the communities adjoining Scholl Canyon.
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We join in documenting our concern and opposing the current move by Glendale to proceed
with a Gas Plant at Scholl Dump, a proposal that fails the crucial tests of transparency and
accountability and poses dangers to the communities adjoining Scholl Canyon.
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We join in documenting our concern and opposing the current move by Glendale to proceed
with a Gas Plant at Scholl Dump, a proposal that fails the crucial tests of transparency and
accountability and poses dangers to the communities adjoining Scholl Canyon.
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email: drdavechoi@gmail.com
2203 Hollister Terrace

Glendale, California 91206
October 17, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Planner

City of Glendale — Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103

Glendale, California 91206

Dear Mr. Joe:

The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed “Biogas Renewable Generation
Project” raises three severe air quality issues: criteria pollutant emissions; a misleading
air modeling study; and unaddressed toxic air contaminants (TACs).

Criterig Pollutant Emissions
Table 3.3-12 Criteria Pollutant Emission Summary, GE J 620 GS-16, shows that the
project will emit more pollutants than are allowed by SCAQMD.

Pollutant Proposed Permitted
NO2 165 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
CO 919 Ibs/ay 550 Ibs/day
VOC 114 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM2.5 58 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day

The City of Glendale plans to offset these violations through Priority Reserve credits
earned, in part we assume, from closing the Grayson methane processing generators
and closing the dedicated pipeline from Scholl Canyon to Grayson as part of the
Grayson Repowering Project. Emissions at Grayson may be reduced, but regardless of
offsets elsewhere, the new Scholl generators will intensify pollution for the many
thousands of residents living, working and playing within two miles of the landfill, for
example; Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Estates, Rancho San Rafael, Linda Vista,
Eagle Rock, Pasadena, and La Canada.

Misleading Air Modeling Study

The MND reports in section 3.3 that the nearest ambient air quality monitoring stations
for criteria pollutants are located four miles away in Pasadena and six miles away in
Los Angles at North Main Street. This is very perplexing because there are tens of
thousands or more residents much closer to the landfill, including those in Glendale,
Eagle Rock, Pasadena, and La Canada.

?191
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Table 3.3-14, AERMOD Model Output is particularly misleading. It ¢laims that the new
ambient air quality will be just fine. To assess the future ambient air quality level at the
edge of the landfill after the installation of the biogas plants, the analysis adds the
projected pollutant level from the biogas project using air dispersion models to the
background levels to compare against the limiting standard (CAAQs or NAAQs). The
problem is that the background levels in the analysis are again the measures from
Pasadena (four miles away) and Los Angeles (6 miles away). Numbers are added that
should not be. The combined values do not accurately measure the air pollutant levels
at the edge of Scholl.

This analysis appears flawed, at minimum and can be misleading. There is no way to
tell if any of the emissions, for example, NOx, are already exceeding the limit specified
by CAAQs, or if the levels will exceed when the new engines are in operation. Overall,
the MND air quality section has been written as if there were no residents living near
Scholl.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) Are Not Addressed.

There is no mention of toxic air contaminants in the MND. The “Scholl Canyon Landfill
Monitoring Report for South Coast Air Quality Management,” including the second
quarter, 2017, (Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles) reports that certain toxic air
contaminants, such as Benzene, are captured by ambient air monitors on the
landfill site and already exceed the OEHHA/ARB approved risk assessment health
values for chronic inhalation. Although we do not know that all of these contaminants
come from the landfill, it is likely that they do. Any project placed on the landfill should
be studied comprehensively for current TAC levels. This MND should be held to the
same standard.

Finally, it seems obvious that the City of Glendale has a plan to build an integrated set
of waste management projects on the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The biogas project would
be followed in short order by an anaerobic digestion system linked to the new power
generation equipment, and the now tabled expansion project would come into play.
These projects are not independent any more than moving power stations from
Grayson to Scholl makes them indspendent actions. Why have these projects been
separated for their environmental impact analyses? They will have significant
cumulative effects.

The City of Glendale would be better served and would regain the trust of its residents
if it were more transparent about its plans, discussed the cumulative environmental and
health effects of their planned projects, and involved the public from the beginning.

Very truly, '
&WM/(/ (%d/

Dr. David Choi  WA&
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From: Marie Freeman

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: notification list for Scholl Canyon projects
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:19:43 AM
Dear Mr. Joe,

| am aresident of Glendale and a member of the Board of Directors of the Glenoaks Canyon
Homeowners Association. Please place my name on the list of those to be notified 10 days or

more in advance of public hearings or meetings or publications of studies or projects involving

the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Thiswould include hearing(s) regarding the "Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.”

Thank you for your assistance,

Marie Freeman

818-500-1828

2531 Gardner Place, Glendale, CA 91206

20-1
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From: Marla Nelson

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Public Hearing Scholl Canyon Biogas
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 1:47:54 PM
Hi Mr. Joe,

Please add me to any list that may be made for notification of the
Public Hearing on Biogas Plant at Scholl Landfill.

Thank you,
MarlaNelson

21-1
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From: Nancy Robbins

To: Joe. Dennis; eapd.la@gmail.com; Nancy Robbins
Subject: School Canyon Dump

Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:12:58 AM

| am writing to tell you of my opposition to the proposed plan to create a methane burning
plant at the Scholl Canyon Dump. | have been aresident of Eagle Rock for over forty years. |
love my community, from the time it was, "Where is Eagle Rock?' to, "Oh, so you livein
Eagle Rock!!!"

| live on Hill Drive, not too far from Eagle Rock Park, and the Figueroa Street access to
Glendale's Scholl Canyon Dump. | pay a higher fire insurance premium than my neighbors
who live on the south side of the street, because, | wastold, I livein afire zone. LAFD sends
me notices annually about brush clearance on my property.

| recall,years ago, when alarge brush fire was burning out of control on the north side of the
134 Freeway. Seven fire trucks were parked in front of my home, and the heroic firefighters
told me to prepare to evacuate my young family and my pets. As we waited in my car, the
winds shifted direction, and fortunately, we did not have to leave. The horrific sight and
sound of the fire will stay with me forever, and | know how lucky we were.

The people in northern California are not so lucky as we were that night.

The hillside surrounding the Scholl Canyon Dump is natural, and is very susceptible to
wildfires. Is the City of Glendale planning to keep afire station manned 24/7 with ateam of
firefighters there to protect the area? And what about the fault that is below our community?
And the unhealthful situation that a methane plant would create?

| respectfully request that you abandon this thoughtless plan.
Nancy E. Robbins

1335 Hill Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90041

I 22-1

22-2
22-3
22-4
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N South Coast
@ Air Quality Management District 23

e 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
AQMD (909) 396-2000 - www.aqmd.gov

SENT VIA E-MAIL AND USPS: October 17, 2017
djoe(@glendaleca.gov

Dennis Joe, Planner

City of Glendale — Community Development Department

633 East Broadway, Room 103

Glendale, CA 91206

Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Proposed
Biogas Renewable Generation Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comment is meant as guidance for the Lead
Agency and should be incorporated into the Final MND.

SCAQMD Staff’s Summary of Project Description

The Lead Agency proposes to demolish the existing landfill gas collection system and construct and
operate an approximately 12-megawatt power generation facility that would utilize landfill gas as a fuel to
generate renewable energy (Proposed Project).

SCAQMD Staff’s Summary of Air Quality Analysis

In the Air Quality analysis, the Lead Agency found that the Proposed Project’s regional construction air
quality impacts would be less than significant and that the Proposed Project’s operational emissions of
NOx and VOCs would be offset through the allocations from the SCAQMD Priority Reserve Credits’.
The Lead Agency stated that “since construction and operation of a landfill gas processing facility is
considered to be an essential public service, Priority Reserve credits are expected to be granted for this
Project pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1309.1 for pollutants that exceed small source thresholds™.

SCAQMD Staff’s Comments
SCAQMD staff has comments about the air quality cumulative impacts analysis, energy input rating,

compliance with SCAQMD Rules, and SCAQMD permits. Comments are provided as follows.
Air Quality Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The Lead Agency considered the potential cumulative air impacts trom the Grayson Power Plant
Repowering project’. However, the Lead Agency did not consider how the Proposed Project’s air quality
impacts would be cumulatively affected when it is combined with the air quality impacts from the
proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion project (SCH No. 2007121023). In the cumulative impacts
analysis for noise, the Lead Agency found that the proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion project
could cumulatively affect a nearby sensitive receptor for noise exposures!, Similarly, the Lead Agency 23-1
found that implementation of the Proposed Project may overlap with implementation of the proposed
School Canyon Landfill Expansion project causing an incremental cumulative increase in vehicle traffic
at the intersections of Figueroa Street and Highway 134 ramps®>. Therefore, to be consistent with
cumuldtive impact analyses for noise and transportation and traffic, SCAQMD staff recommends that the

! MND. Page 3.3.17
2 MND. Page 3.3.13.
3 MND. Page 3.19.3.
4+ MND. Page 3.19.5
I MND. Page 3.19.6.
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Dennis Joe October 17, 2017

Lead Agency disclose the potential incremental impacts on air quality from the proposed School Canyon
Landfill Expansion project in the Final MND.

Energy Input Rating

The criteria and toxic emissions from the Internal Combustion Engines/Cogeneration system.

(ICE/Cogens) is based on an energy input rating of 26.34 mmbtuw/hr® even though the manufacturer’s
specified maximum energy input is rated at 23.9 mmbtuwhr’. Additionally, the total greenhouse gas
emissions of 48,427 MT/year® of CO2e was based on the input rating of 95.14 mmbtuwhr, which was
about four times the manufacturer’s rating of 23.9 mmbtu/hr per engine. SCAQMD staff recommends that
the Lead Agency revise the Air Quality analysis by using one energy input rating consistent throughout
the Final MND and associated appendices.

Compiiance with SCAQMD Rules

Rule 1149 — Storage Tank and Pipeline Cleaning and Degassing

Since the Proposed Project includes the abandonment of existing landfill gas pipeline from Scholl Canyon
Landfill to Grayson Power Plant, SCAQMD staff recommends including a discussion to demonstrate
compliance with Rule 1149 in the Final MND.

Rule 1403 — Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities

The scope of work and asbestos survey at this time indicates that the existing temporary/portable offices
and landfill condensate/groundwater collection systems will not be disturbed, therefore are not included
in the pre-demolition asbestos survey. If plans change and any of these facilities are renovated or
demolished, the asbestos survey® will need to be amended to include any additional structures or facility
components. A 10-working day notification before any demolition or renovation activities other than
emergency demolition or renovation is required pursuant to Rule 1403.

Rule 1150.1 — Control of Gaseous Emissions From Municipal Solid Waste Landfills.

Since the Proposed Project involves demolition and construction of a landfill gas combustion system,
SCAQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency ensure that the Proposed Project is consistent with the
Rule 1150.1 Alternative Compliance Plan.

California Code of Regulation Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 5 — Portable Engine and Equipment
Registration

Portable equipment brought onsite must be registered with California Air Resources Board under the
Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) and may not reside on the facility for greater than one
year without a Permit to Operate from SCAQMD. Notification to SCAQMD of PERP equipment is
required.

SCAQMD Permits

Based on SCAQMD staff’s review of the MND, it is foreseeable that Lead Agency will rely on the
adopted MND to demonstrate CEQA compliance for the Proposed Project’s permits from SCAQMD.
Therefore, it is critical that the information in the permit applications filed with SCAQMD for the Internal
Combustion Engines/Cogeneration system (ICE/Cogens) and associated Selective Catalytic Reduction
equipment are consistent with the assumptions used in the Air Quality analysis in the MND. Moreover,
since SCAQMD permits are required, SCAQMD should be identified as a Responsible Agency-for the

¢ Appendix A.2 3. Page 364.

" Page 377.

8 Table 3.7-3. Page 156.

? Appendix G — Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint Survey
2

23-1

23-2

23-4

23-7
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Dennis Joe Qctober 17, 2017

Proposed Project in the MND. For more information on permits, please visit SCAQMD webpage at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits For any questions on permits, please contact Mr. Ken Matsuda,
Senior Air Quality Engineer, at KMatsuda@agmd.gov or at (509) 396-2656.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074, prior to approving the Proposed Project, the Lead Agency
shall consider the MND for adoption together with any comments received during the public review
process. SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address any air quality questions
that may arise from this comment letter. Please contact Jack Cheng, Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR
Section, at (909) 396-2448, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Lijin Sun
Lijin Sun, 1.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

LS:IC
LAC170912-01
Control Numbetr

23-7

23-8
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From: Brian Bard

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Glenoaks Canyon Biogas Comment
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:16:19 AM
Attachments: Glenoaks Canyon Biogas Comment.pdf

ATTO00001.htm

24

Dear Mr. Joe,

Please accept the attached letter, in PDF form, in comment to the Glenoaks Canyon Biogas
Proposal.

Regards.
Brian Bard

brian.db@designr.com
818.956.8556 phone

818.653.8952 cell/vm

"Journalism is printing what someone else does not want printed. Everything elseis public
relations.” — George Orwell


mailto:brian.db@designr.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:brian.db@designr.com

October 18,2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO,
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve
Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does
not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

Indemnification

1. The City must take responsibility for indemnifying the residents against all past and future loses
including, but not limited to: health effects, loss of use, loss of enjoyment, and loss of resale value.

Best regards,

Brian Bard

2351 Pennerton Dr.
Glendale, CA 91206
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October 18,2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO,
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve

Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other I
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared I
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is *
surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does 24-4
not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. ®
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista *
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 24-5
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. ®
Geology ®
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 24-6
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 24-7
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Indemnification

1. The City must take responsibility for indemnifying the residents against all past and future loses
including, but not limited to: health effects, loss of use, loss of enjoyment, and loss of resale value.

24-8

Best regards,

Brian Bard

2351 Pennerton Dr.
Glendale, CA 91206
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From: Celine 25

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Stop Power plant
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 1:34:57 AM

Dear Mr Dennis Joe,

Please help stop the construction of a POWER PLANT on our hillsides. We can not allow the plant to continue past ’

it's set closure date. Already we are being poisoned with the smell of the plant in the chemicals they pour on it daily.

Air Quality:

The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2, CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only. Thisisaviolation!!!

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill

Hazards:

Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an areathat is deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove risky to residents

if there is an explosion and rapid spreading fire.

Geology:

There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There isthe

danger of gas and water pipe breakage during an earthquake at the Lower Scholl

Canyon Park, the location of the proposed gas link. Children play at this park.

There are homes as close as 100 yards from this park and aregularly used children’s

baseball field within 200 yards.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

I'm disheartened by al of this; can't believe you tried to sneak this by us by listing the project simply by the address
instead of the site name.

Thank you
Celine Abrahams

:

I

25-1

25-2

25-3

25-4

25-5

25-6

25-7

25-8

25-9
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Qctober 18, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Planner

City of Glendale

Community Develepment Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103
Glendale, California 91206

oEstablished 19550
Dear Mr. Joe;

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the “Biogas Renewable Generation
Project” MND. It was unfortunate that our homeowners association did not receive
notice of the document’s publication until almost three weeks after the fact. We could |26-1
have informed ourselves and our neighbors more fully of the project’s parameters and
its implications for our community.

It is our position that the MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project .26-2
(BRG) underestimates the project’s potential negative impacts. in addition, the
cumuiative effects of three closely related projects have not been adequately 26-3
considered in this MND. Because issuing an MND truncates the CEQA process,
CEQA’s “legal standards reflect a preference for requiring an EIR to be prepared.”26-4
(Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal. App.4th 322, 332). This MND is not as,
complete and comprehensive as possible to substantiate an argument that the 26-5
stated mitigation measures are adequate. ®

CEQA requires that environmental review documents analyze “the whole of an
action” (CEQA Guidelines, 15378} and not evade comprehensive CEQA analysis by
splitting projects into separate pieces for purposes of environmental review. “One way
to evaluate which acts are part of a project is to examine how closely related the acts
are to the overall objective of the project.” [Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible
Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007)]. The Biogas Renewable Generation Project relies
on the gas produced by Scholl Canyon Landfill to operate. The City cannot evade fuiil
CEQA review of the Biogas Project by segmenting review of this component of the
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion. i
®

« The DEIR for iandfill expansion is still on the table. Even if the request for 180 feet of |55 _;
additional height is not approved, the operating landfill will continue to grow at about
the present rate, at least 800-1000 tons per day. Current licensure approves 3400
tons per day. Greenhouse gas emissions will not decrease; they will increase. ®

26-6

« An anaerobic digestion operation has been in the pianning stages since 2013,
alongside the BRG project for the landfill. Waste Resources, Inc. and Organic Waste [>g_g
Systems have been granted an exclusive negotiating agreement for a joint venture to

\ PO.BOX 9949 o GLENDALE CA 91226 j
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develop this project. Anaerobic digesters produce methane, and we assume that 26-8

methane would enter the BRG methane-to-electricity operation.

« Repowering the Grayson Power Plant is no less tied to the BRG project. Under the
repowering plan, methane from the landfill, as well as from conversion technologies
such as anaerobic digestion, would be processed through equipment five miles
away on the landfill rather than on the Grayson site. The Scholl Canyon power plant
project was originally an important part of the Grayson Repowering Project. We
question why they are being evaluated separately.

The MND presents the BRG project as though it were relatively isolated from the
landfill, from other waste management plans for Scholl, and from nearby communities
such as Pasadena, Eagle Rock, and L.a Canada and from neighborhoods including-
Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon/Estates, Linda Vista, Rancho San Rafael, and

26-9

facilities such as the Rose Bowl complex, Cal Arts, Dahlia Elementary School, 26-10

Glenoaks School, Adventist Hospitali — the list of sensitive receptors within one or two
miles is long in this fully developed, middle and upper middie class residential and
recreational area. The MND does not adequately take the nature of the surrounding
area into account. )

The impacts of the proposed project on air quality raise serious issues. The air quality *

measures do not consider the cumulative effects of landfill expansion, changes at

Grayson, or the possibility of a conversion technology such as anaerobic digestion on
a solid waste municipal landfill. The MND reveals criterion air pollutants (NO2, CO, ®
VOC, PM2.5) in excess of the amounts allowed by SCAQMD. How do the offset credits

26-11

for this project tie into the Grayson project, or are they part of the same thing? Credits | 26-12

traded on paper do not remove pollutants from the air people breath near the landfill.
The earlier expansion project’s DEIR concluded that expansion would create
“significant adverse air quality even with mitigation.” Therefore, with added pollutants

from the power plant, there appears to be substantial evidence to support a fair 26-13

argument that the project may have adverse environmental impacts (Public Resources
Code 21151) and an EIR would be justified. ®

The project may have gesthetic impacts that are not addressed. The Rim of the Valley 9

Corridor Preservation Act is important to our association. How will the BRG affect the |26-14

San Rafael Hills which are included in the legislation? What about the recreational ®

areas adjacent to the landfill: Richard Alatorre Park, Eagle Rock Canyon Trail, Eagle 26-15

Rock Hillside Park, the Scholl Canyon recreation area, and the Rose Bowl? How will
the westward views from Linda Vista in Pasadena be affected?

*—e

The MND does not propose adequate mitigation measures for the hazards inherent in
the power plant’s location on a solid waste municipal landfill. Context matters. This is
not a normal location. For about 60 years waste has been dumped into a canyon that is
now a mountain of trash. The landfill has never been lined, and for the first 11 or 12
years, there were few if any environmental restrictions, so the site is compromised.
“[The significance of an activity may vary with the setting.” (CEQA Guidelines 15064

26-16

26-17
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(b).] Due to the location of this site adjacent to schools, recreation areas, hospitals, and ®
residences, the power plant may have significant impacts it might not have if located in | 26-18
a different site. An EIR would provide a more detailed analysis of the site, and courts @
show a clear preference for resolving doubts in favor of preparing an EIR. {Architectural
Heritage Association v. County of Monterey (2004); San Joaquin Raptor/wildlife Rescue | 26-19
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1996). ®

Although it is not designated as a hazardous waste facility, hazardous material does
enter the landfill. The MND does not give an estimate of materials such as 26-20
hydrocarbons, flammabile refuse, poisons, corrosives, asbestos, etc. that probably go

undetected into the landfill. Where is/are the hazardous waste holding area(s) in relation

to the proposed methane scrubbing and power generating stations? How long do the 26-21

materials tend to await removal? if there were a fire or earthguake, how would the 26-22

power plant and Cal Edison’s power lines be protected? How will the BRG project 26-23

ensure that toxic spills do not occur? Wil landfill gas treatment and power generation 26-24

require large amounts of chemicals such as ammoenia? 26-25
®

The MND does not propose adequate mitigation for the possibility of fire. Power plants,

power lines, methane, and flaring inherently carry the risks of fire and explosion.
Although the surface of the landfill is cleared of vegetation, the surrounding hills and
neighborhoods are not, nor are the exposed sides of the landfill where indigenous 26-26
plants have been replaced by flammable grasses and trees. The proposed 60,000
gallon tank of water which will be used for multiple purposes, does not reduce the risk
of fire that could spread to surrounding hills.

Traffic patterns couid be negatively affected. The Los Angeles County Operational Area
Disaster Routes identified for the City of Glendale are SR-134, Colorado Boulevard,
and Figueroa Street (where Figueroa Street connects to Scholl Canyon Road.) The
project may interfere with these routes. If there were an explosion or a fire, the major 26-27
disaster routes could be compromised. Nearby neighborhoods of Glencaks Canyon,
Chevy Chase Canyon, and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-in-one-way-out
streets that could also prove dangerous in case of a major incident at Scholl Canyon.

°®
For thése many reasons, our association would like to request a full *
environmental impact study of the Biogas Renewable Generation Project in its
total context, including the cumulative effects of expansion, Grayson, and 26-28
conversion technologies that are intended to depend upon the new power
generation equipment. A methane driven power plant should be built with the ®
ultimate intent of ciosing the landfill, not of developing a gas production industry 26-29
on Scholl. )

Sincerely, =
A /%Mfma Wgs

Rick Marquis; President
Gilenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association
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October 18,2017 27

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. I am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using 27-1
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 127_2
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will I 27.3
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The 27-4
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 27-5
if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire. ®
Geology °®
1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 27-6
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located. ®
Cumulative Impacts 4
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester 27-7
facility, and the landfill expansion. ®

Best regards, Marla Nelson
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From: Martins Aiyetiwa 2 8

To: Oillataguerre, Maurice; Haroutunian, Atineh; Joe, Dennis

Cc: Dave Nguyen; Bahman Hajialiakbar; Julia Weissman

Subject: Scholl Canyon Landfill - Biogas Renewable Generation Project - MND
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 6:00:50 PM

Attachments: DPW Letter to GWP (10.10.2017).pdf

Hello Ms. Haroutunian,

Attached is our letter dated October 10, 2017 to Mr. Steve Zurn requesting the City of
Glendale to further extend the comment period on the Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration until thirty days from the date of the letter (i.e. November 10, 2017). Since the |28-1
current due date for the proposed MND is October 20, we would like to know if a decision
has been made regarding our request. Please confirm whether or not the request for
extension was granted and what is the due date.

Thank you.

Martins Atyetiwa, P.E.

Senior Civil Engineer

Los Angeles County Public Works
Phone: (626) 458-3553


mailto:MAIYET@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=0d753a75e6f74f338f079f42a011bd0b-Oi
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5cbb70ba34be49f1a12d36bfcef3d3e2-Ha
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:DNGUYEN@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:BHAJI@dpw.lacounty.gov
mailto:jweissman@counsel.lacounty.gov

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
MARK PESTRELLA, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100

http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: EP'O

October 10, 2017

Mr. Steve Zurn

General Manager

Glendale Water & Power
141 North Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206

Dear Mr. Zurn:

SCHOLL CANYON LANDFILL
BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

On October 3, 2017, Dorine Martirosian of your City Attorney's office contacted
Ms. Julia Weissman of the Office of County Counsel to request that the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works acknowledge that it is aware of the City's
proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the City's
preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project. We understand
that the comment period for this MND originally was set to run from August 31, 2017,
through September 30, 2017, and was extended to October 20, 2017.

After checking our records and making inquiries, Public Works has not been able to locate
receipt of any Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND, and was unaware that the City had
prepared the MND and released it for public comment until your City Attorney's office
contacted our County Counsel regarding this matter. As the owner of property on which
the project is proposed to be built and a member of the Joint Powers Authority that
governs the operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, we believe that it is important for the
County to have sufficient time to review the MND and prepare comments and that this
opportunity is supported under the California Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, we
are requesting that the City further extend the comment period until thirty (30) days from
the date of this letter.





Mr. Steve Zurn
October 10, 2017
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Shari Afshari at (626) 458-4008 or
safshari@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Very truly yours,

MARK PESTRELLA

'@o Public Works

1"

SHARI AFSHARI
Deputy Director

CR:ao

h/adhome/ao/EPD/Scholl Canyon Landfill Mr Zurn

cc: County Counsel (Julia Weissman)
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Grace Robinson Hyde)
Glendale City Attorney (Dorine Martirosian)
Lewis Brisbois (Claire Hervey Collins)
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

MARK PESTRELLA, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100

http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: EP'O

October 10, 2017

Mr. Steve Zurn

General Manager

Glendale Water & Power
141 North Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91206

Dear Mr. Zurn:

SCHOLL CANYON LANDFILL

BIOGAS RENEWABLE GENERATION PROJECT
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

On October 3, 2017, Dorine Martirosian of your City Attorney's office contacted?
Ms. Julia Weissman of the Office of County Counsel to request that the County of

Los Angeles Department of Public Works acknowledge that it is aware of the City's | 28.2

proposed Scholl Canyon Landfill Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the City's
preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project. We understand
that the comment period for this MND originally was set to run from August 31, 2017,
through September 30, 2017, and was extended to October 20, 2017.

.
After checking our records and making inquiries, Public Works has not been able to locate T
receipt of any Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND, and was unaware that the City had
prepared the MND and released it for public comment until your City Attorney's office
contacted our County Counsel regarding this matter. As the owner of property on which
the project is proposed to be built and a member of the Joint Powers Authority that
governs the operation of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, we believe that it is important for the
County to have sufficient time to review the MND and prepare comments and that this
opportunity is supported under the California Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, we
are requesting that the City further extend the comment period until thirty (30) days from
the date of this letter. L

28-3
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Mr. Steve Zurn
October 10, 2017
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Shari Afshari at (626) 458-4008 or
safshari@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Very truly yours,

MARK PESTRELLA

'@o Public Works

1"

SHARI AFSHARI
Deputy Director

CR:ao

h/adhome/ao/EPD/Scholl Canyon Landfill Mr Zurn

cc: County Counsel (Julia Weissman)
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Grace Robinson Hyde)
Glendale City Attorney (Dorine Martirosian)
Lewis Brisbois (Claire Hervey Collins)
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Owen & Robin Lewis
2474 Bywood Drive, Glendale, CA 91206
818 247-0724 olewis@ucla.edu 7007

October 18, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe
Glendale Community Development Department Planning Office
633 E. Broadway, Glendale, CA 91206, Rm 103

Dear Mr. Joe

We are residents of Glenoaks Canyon and members of a citizen group formed to oppose any
further expansion or industrialization of the Scholl Canyon Landfill. Please accept our
comments regarding the City of Glendale’s Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project at Scholl Canyon Landfill.

The Notice appears to be an attempt by the City of Glendale to avoid the scrutiny that an
Environmental Impact Review of the Project would bring and is another example of their
disregard for the well-being of the residents of communities near the landfill. This project
will add more air and noise pollution to a site that is already a blight. Of course, the impact
to the immediate environment will be negligible as all measurements for comparison, taken
in and around an operating landfill, are high. In addition, cumulative effects after a
proposed future expansion of the landfill were not calculated. This course of action is
another piecemeal, self-justifying tactic in the City’s efforts to accomplish their goal of
expansion and further industrial development of the landfill. This project, while part of the
City’s planned Renewable Energy portfolio and included in the Grayson Repowering
Project Simple Schematic, is not part of the Grayson Project Environmental Impact Report.
Why not? What is the agenda of City planners? Was this project conceived too late to be
included in the GRP EIR? Is this approach the easy way out? Whatever the reason, the
Scholl Canyon Biogas Regeneration Project should be included in an amended Grayson
Project EIR for consideration by the public.

29-7
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The Notice argues that locating a Biogas Regeneration Project at the landfill is the only
option since a five-mile pipeline from the Landfill to the Grayson was declared non-
compliant under California Environmental Regulations as a pressurized methane vessel.
There is, in fact, another option: The Biogas Regeneration equipment should be placed at
the Grayson Power Plant site. It can be done for less cost, operate more efficiently and any
aspect of the operation of the 4 proposed 3MW Generator Sets that exceeds emissions

thresholds in a different setting could be mitigated. The pipeline deficiency could be ’

remedied by either repairing or replacing the pipe-line to bring it into compliance for
pressurization as before or by locating the pumps at the Grayson end of the pipeline to
eliminate the pressurization issue. We believe the latter is preferable because it does not
require the compression of gas in a five-mile long pipeline to build up a head of pressure.
Newer, more efficient and less robust pumps could be used, turning the pipeline into a giant
straw, drawing landfill gas and creating a slight vacuum in it. Gas treatment and flaring
units should be left at the fandfill. This is far less costly option, both near and long term,
because:

-Fire suppression and domestic water are readily available at the Grayson site so the need to
construct a mile-long, 12-inch, water line from the other side of the landfill to feed a new
60,000-gallon tank for new fire suppression infrastructure and a new 10,000-gallon domestic
water tank would be eliminated.

-Natural gas is also easily accessible at Grayson, eliminating the need to construct a 2/3
mile-long, 3-inch pipeline to bring natural gas to the location of the generator sets from a
Gas Company main at the base of the western end of the landfill.

-Extensive site preparation will be required at Scholl Canyon, including pouring large
concrete pads for each of the four generator sets. Only minimal site preparation would be
needed at the Grayson site and there appears to be plenty of room in the new plan.

-Power generation would be fed directly into Glendale’s electrical distribution system
instead of just connecting to a Los Angeles grid. And the existing, old transmission line,
which connects to a Southern California Edison sub-station, would not have to be
maintained.

-Operating costs will be lower because most monitoring and maintenance duties of the six-
person operating staff to be stationed at the Landfill can be spread among Grayson Power
Plant staff. Less new infrastructure construction lessens the need for maintenance on those
systems and reduces the risk that having a pressurized gas line running across a landfill
presents.

o
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There seems to be no valid reason, except for mistake or calculation, to locate a 12MW
Biogas Regeneration project at Scholl Canyon Landfill. The expense, compared to the
alternative of having them located at Grayson, cannot be justified by a cost/ benefit analysis.
Perhaps that is why none has been done. Surely the expert consultants and staff who wrote
this proposal have thought of this option. If not, they need to develop their analytical skills.
If they have and are misleading in their presentation, then they have violated the public
trust and should face consequences. Regardless, the Grayson Repowering Project EIR
should be revised to include this project with biogas-powered generators located at the
Grayson Plant site. After all, if this project was deemed to have such a small impact on the
environment that it doesn’t require an EIR then it’s inclusion into the Grayson Project
should not present an impediment to the approval of the Grayson Project EIR.

Sincerely,

Owen Lewis/Robin Bissiri-Lewis

29-16
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From: Sue Flocco Glenoaks Canyon

To: Joe. Dennis 30

Subject: Save my Neighborhood Please
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:26:16 PM

October 18, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

dio lendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

Thisletter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. | am
concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “ offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other I 30-2
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they I30_3
estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards °®

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an areathat is deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and 30-4
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. (
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista ®
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 30-5
if there isamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire. ®
Geology ®
1. There are severa fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 30-6
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts ®
1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 30-7
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion. ®

Best regards,
Sue Flocco


mailto:rebajes@aol.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:djoe@glendaleca.gov
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COMMENTS REGARDING THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE SCHOLL CANYON
LANDFILL, 2017
GEOLOGIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS

OCTOBER 19, 2017

Clarence A. Hall
Professor of Geology Emeritus, UCLA
Licensed Professional Geologist, Certificate Number 2337
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists,
State of California

INTRODUCTION

The Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently an environmental hazard owing to: (a) its proximity to 9
an active fault, (b) the presence of hazardous waste in the subsurface, and (c) the absence of
a composite liner at the base of the landfill. An expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, e.g., ®
raising the profite of the surface of the landfilt 170-180 feet, with contaminants added to the
landfitl that escape detection, presents a further health risk. Seismic activity could potentially e
rupture the present subsurface barrier, releasing contaminated fiuids into the regional
groundwater. In addition, future earthquakes along either proximal or regional faults could I
damage propesed engineered structures. However, “The Administrative Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, (i.e., Stantec Scholl Canyon Landfill report, July 31,
2017), Glendale Proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project, Project documents, referred
to here as Stantec 2017, concludes that “potential impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault (referring to the Veerdugo faulf) or strong seismic ground-shaking are
considered less than significant”, and that no mitigation measures are required.

referred to below, provide the bases to show that the Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently an
environmental hazard. For convenience some references are referred to here as:

EIR 2003: 2003 Technical Background Reports City of Glendale CA, Earth Consuitanis
International.

EIR 2008: Report: Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion/Environmental Impact Study August
8, 2006, City of Glendale. EIR 2006.

SD 2009: 2009-10 Water Year ULARA Watermaster Report. Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion EIR. Appendix K.

£IR 2014: Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion, 2014 Draft Environmental Impact Report For The
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Volumes 1 & 2, State Clearinghouse No. 2007121023, EIR
2014,

SD 2016: First Quarter and Second Quarter 2016 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl
Canyon Landfill Glendale, California County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 1955
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Workman Mill Road Post Office Box 4998 Whittier, California 90607-4998. April.and July 2016.

SD 2017: First Quarter and Second Quarter 2017 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl
Canyon Landfill Glendale, California County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 1955
Workman Mill Road Post Office Box 4998 Whittier, California 90607-4998. April and July 2017..

BARRIER, GROUND WATER, HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES *

Stantec 2017: Page 3.6.1, “Section 3.6, Geology and Soils” of the “Biogas Renewable
Generation Project, Administrative Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration”
Subheading: “Regional Geology”.

Last Paragraph: “California Highway 134 is located approximately 0.4 miles
southwest of the site™.

My Comments: Referring to “approximately 0.4 miles”: The entrance and address of the Scholl
Canyon Landfill is 7721 Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA. The entrance to the landfill is
approximately 200 feet north of the Ventura Freeway (California 134) and the Verdugo fault.

in addition: (a) The current and active part of the landfill, at its southern margin, is 1,500 feet
north of California 134 and the Verdugo fault.

(b) A subterranean barrier (pages 4 5 & 6 below) is present near the western boundary of the
Scholl Canyon landfill or “site”. The barrier is intended to block the westward subsurface
migration of over 200 chemicals (see the following table). That barrier is ~2,000 feet north of
California 134 and the Verdugo fault (see accompanying maps and figures).

Stantec 2017: Page 3.6.2 of the Stantec Report: “Local Geology” Stantec 2017: Page
3.6.1:

“Based on information depicted on the 2005 Geoiogic iviap of Los Angeies, the Froject site is
underlain by Mesozoic age quartz diorite depcsits (sic)...” “Sometimes (sic) referred to as the
Wiison Diorite.”

My Comments: “the 2005 Geologic map of Los Angeles” (referred to above), apparently refers
to the “Preliminary Geologic Map of the Los Angeles 30’ x 60’ Quadrangle”, published by the
U.S. Geological Survey, and authored by R.F. Yerkes and R.H. Campbell. These two authors
reference maps used in their compilation, including several maps authored by T.W. Dibblee.

The Wilson Diorite is a quartz diorite. It is an igneous intrusive rock—not quartz diorite
“deposits”. Deposits are sedimentary lithology {e.g. made up of clay, silt, sand, or gravel and
commonly carried and deposited by wind, water, or ice). The quartz diorite was not “deposited”
by sedimentary processes.

The igneous rocks consist of granodiorite, quartz dicrite, and/or tonalite. These are intrusive
rocks of late Cretaceous age (100.5-66 Ma) that intruded metamorphic rocks, including gneiss
or Mendenhall Gneiss, whose age is Proterozoic or greater than 1.2 billion years old.
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These igneous and metamorphic rocks are present beneath the Scholl Canyon landfill. In a
sense, they are an environmental hazard owing to the fact that they are highly fractured.
During at least the last 28 million years (28 Ma to Present) these rocks were transported
tectonically along and within the San Andreas zone, and other fault systems, i.e., transported
at least 350 miles or as much as 20 degrees of latitude. During transportation they were highly

fractured and mixed. They form the basement of the landfill. See alsc EIR 2003 TECHNICAL

BACKGROUND REPORT fo the 2003 SAFETY ELEMENT CITY of GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA, CHAPTER 2: GEOLOGIC
HAZARDS.

in sum: In 1961, no impermeable membrane was instalied at what was to become the base of
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. As noted above, the rocks beneath the base of the landfill are
highly fractured igneous and metamorphic rocks largely of two geologic ages (~150 million and
650+ million years or/to 1.2 biliion years old) that have been transported and fractured as they
were moved at least several hundred miles to their present location, and during at least the last
27 or 28 million years.

EIR 2014 (part 3.3.7.1): This section minimizes this environmental hazard: The report states:

“The SCLF was developed and the extent of refuse placement was established
prior to Subtitle D regulations requiring installation of a composite liner at the
bottom of the landfill. Although the site does not have a composite liner, the
existing natural liner of bedrock, the subsurface barrier at the mouth of the
canyon, and the groundwater monitoring and extraction systems coltectively
provide an equivalent level of protection”.

My Comment: Because there is no “"composite iiner at the bottom of the iandfili” or
impermeable barrier beneath the landfill, contaminated fiuid has leaked and is currently leaking
from beneath the landfill. The contaminated groundwater is carried westward into the aquifer
(based on LA County sampling the substrate in wells west of the barrier; see below).
Expansion of the landfill will exacerbate this existing environmental hazard.

The following maps and tables, pages 4-10, support this comment.

The maps and tables below show the location of the monitoring wells west of the
subsurface barrier near the western limit of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and wells
farther west of the barrier at the Glenoaks Park. The presence of chemical

elements, and over 200 “constituents of concern”, reported from nine monitoring

wells (wells M02B, M04B, MO5A, MO6B, M08B and, M010B) immediately west of the
subsurface concrete and bentonite [volcanic ash] barrier, and wells M17A, M18A, and M18B at

the Glenoaks Park), clearly demonstrate that the subsurface barrier at the west side
of the landfill, and mouth of the canyon, and the groundwater monitoring and
extraction systems clearly do not provide protection from environmental hazards
owing to: (a) the absence of a composite liner at the base of the landfill, (b) the
presence at the base of the landfill of highly fractured igneous and metamorphic

31-8
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and (c) the potential for earthquakes to generate faults (discussed below) that
could breach the subsurface barrier.

In addition, rainfall (see rainfall averages for Los Angeles below) eventually
percolates downward through the landfill and into: (a) the fractured substrate,
(b) the aquifer, groundwater, and (c) Glendale’s water wells. Increased rainfall
exacerbates percolation of chemical constituents into the groundwater.

Five-year Average  9.82 INCHES
Ten-year Average 11.70 INCHES
Twenty-year Average 13.56 INCHES
Fifty-year Average 14.69 INCHES
Years from 2016 to
1966

Note: These rainfall averages are for Los Angeles, CA. The average annual
Precipitation for Glendaie is 18.96 inches, owing to its proximity to the surrounding
mountains and its higher elevation than Los Angeles. A hundred-year-plus data
record is available for Los Angeles (average 14.93 inches), but not for Glendale.
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SD 2017: Trichloroethene

“Trends for the volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were generally consistent with previous
results of trend analyses performed for quarterly monitoring events at the SCLF. For the most
part, the observed VOC concentrations have decreased or remained stable at most wells.
Such trends have been apparent since the installation of the new groundwater extraction wells|
in 1998. Trend analyses indicate decreasing or stable trends for all the detected VOCs at wells
MO6B and MO8B, for five of the six detected VOCs at wells M02B, and for four of the five
detected VOCs at well MO4B. Trichloroethene at wells MO2B and M04B was identified as
showing increasing trends; these wells and trends are discussed below.

Well M02B

Six of the 10 selected VOCs were detected in well M02B during the reporting period and one
increasing trend was identified. The statistical analyses indicated an increasing trend for
trichloroethene. This VOC was detected at 7.4 and 7.6 ug/L in the primary and duplicate
samples, respectively, during this reporting period. Trichloroethene has been detected
since the third quarter of 1987 and concentrations have ranged from non-detect to 8.5
ug/L. There are typical indicators of leachate in groundwater such as chloride, nitrate as
nitrogen, sulfate, total organic carbon, and total dissolved solids. The concentrations of these
indicators at well MO2B do not show changes that would correspond with a new release from
the landfill.

Well M04B
Second Quarter 2017 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl Canyon Land

Five of the 10 selected VOCs were detected in well M04B during the reparting period and one
increasing trend was identified. Although the statistical anailyses indicated an increasing
trend for trichloroethene, this VOC was detected within its historical levels this
reporting period at 2.7 pg/L. Trichloroethene has been detected since the first guarter of
1991 and concentrations have ranged from non-detect to 7.5 Hg/L. The detected
concentrations of this VOC do not show a steady increase as suggested by the trend analysis,
but instead fluctuates from one monitoring event to the next within a band of values.

The Sanitation Districts do not believe these detected trends require any necessary action
beyond the site’s existing CAP. A discussion of the year's concentration trends at the
monitored weils will be inciuded in the 2017 annuai water quality monitoring report. in all of the
manitoring wells, total VOC concentrations have decreased significantly since the bedrock
extraction wells were installed. These results indicate that the (corrective action program)

CAP continues to be effsctive in controlling landfill-affected groundwater.”
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My Comments: There should be public concern owing to the presence of
trichloroethylene (TCE) west of the concrete and bentonite barrier.

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia:

“Pioneered by Imperial Chemical Industries in Britain, its development was hailed as an
anesthetic revolution. Originally thought to possess less hepatotoxicity than chloroform, and
without the unpleasant pungency and flammability of ether, TCE use was nonetheless soon
found to have several pitfalls. These included promotion of cardiac arrhythmias, low volatility
and high solubility preventing quick anesthetic induction, reactions with soda lime used in
carbon dioxide absorbing systems, prolonged neurologic dysfunction when used with soda
lime, and evidence of hepatotoxicity as had been found with chloroform.

The introduction of halothane in 1956 greatly diminished the use of TCE as a general
anesthetic. TCE was still used as an inhalation analgesic in childbirth given by self-
administration. Fetal toxicity and concerns for carcinogenic potential of TCE led to its
abandonment in developed countries by the 1980s.

Due to concerns about its toxicity, the use of trichloroethylene in the food and pharmaceutical
industries has been banned in much of the world since the 1970s. Legislation has forced the
substitution of trichloroethylene in many processes in Europe as the chemical was classified as
a carcinogen carrying an R45 risk phrase, May cause cancer. Many degreasing chemical
alternatives are being promoted such as Ensolv and Leksol; however, each of these is based
on n-propyl bromide which carries an R60 risk phrase of May impair fertility, and they would
not be a legally acceptable substitute.

Groundwater contamination by TCE has become an important environmental concern
for human exposure.

in 2005 it was announced by the United States Environmental Protection Agency that the
agency had completed its Final Health Assessment for Trichloroethylene and released a list of
new TCE toxicity values.® The results of the study have formally characterized the chemical
as a human carcinogen and a non-carcinogenic health hazard. A 2011 toxicological review
performed by the EPA continues to list trichloroethylene as a known carcincgen.”

BARRIER, FAULTS

Stantec 2017: Section 3.6.3 states: “The project site is not located within a currently mapped
California Earthquake fauit zone, as presented in the table above; the nearest fault is the
Verdugo fault, Jocated 0.3 miles to the southwest of the project site (italics/underline mine).
Based on avaiiabie geoiogic data, there is iow potential for surface fauit rupture from the
Verdugo Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the surface of the Project site
during design iife of the proposed development.

The Scholl Canyon faults were mapped by Byer (1968), and Envicom (1 975) suggested that
this fault connects the Verdugo fault in the west to the Fagle Rock fault in the east. However,
more recent mapping by Dibblee (1989) does not even show these faults, and there is (sic) no
data to indicate that these fault traces, if even present, are active. The Hazards Map in the
GGP (Glendale General Plan) shows the Scholl Canyon fault, as mapped by Byer, on Plate P
of the Safety Element of the GGP (City of Glendale, 2003).” End quote.

31-10
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My Comments: Stantec 2017 minimizes the importance of the Verdugo fault. To quote from
above: “there is low potential for surface fault rupture from the Verdugo Fault”. Because
movement within and along the Verdugo fault zone (and along faults mapped within the Scholl
Canyon Landfill) could impact any engineered structures at the landfill site, and elsewhere,
including the subsurface barrier discussed in my above comments, evidence of the presence
of the Verdugo fault, the postulated magnitude of an earthquake near the trace of the Verdugo
fault, and the estimated monetary damage that movement along the fault could cause, the
Verdugo fault is reviewed below.

BELOW: Some maps depicting the Verdugo Fault

1. TOPOGRAHIC MAP (Page 13)

The Verdugo fault or fault-line scarp is visible on the 1953 edition (pre-Ventura Freeway, CA
134) of the 7.5 minute Pasadena Quadrangle. A part of that map is reproduced below. The

fault scarp, before excavation for the freeway was along “Hill Drive” (Page 13).

2. GEOLOGIC MAPS (Beginning on Page 14)
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The preceding geologic map was compiled by the foliowing: 15

Byer, JW., 1968, Geologic map of a part of the San Rafael Hills: Unpublished
map prepared for the City of Glendale (according to Weber et al. 1981).

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1989, Geologic map of the Los
Angeles quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California: Dibblee Geological
Foundation Map DF-22, scale 1:24,000.

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1989, Geologic map of the
Pasadena quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California: Dibblee Geological
Foundation Map DF-23, scale 1:24,000.

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1991, Geologic map of the Sunland
and Burbank (north 1/2) quadrangles, L.os Angeles County, California: Dibblee
Geologicai Foundation Map DF-32, scale 1 :24,000.

Weber, F.H., Jr., Bennett, J.H., Chapman, R.H., Chase, G.W., and Saul, R.B.,
1981, Earthquake hazards associated with the Verdugo Eagle Rock and
Benedict Canyon fault zones, Los Angeles County, California, U.S. Geological
Survey, Open-file report No. 81-296, 173 p.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Los Angeles 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern California, Open-filte Report 97-254.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Burbank 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern Caiifornia, Open-file Report 97-1686.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Hollywood 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern California, Open-file Report 97-255.



chulbert
Line


m-qhmuwus::naaa—.ﬁ O RSO T e
Eon] fectet st B AlTRy T St 1 soeteagaton o taRdtut .
ity PSR L T e St

R~ = b T ety et
Srpciiim of Sy Be/Sk RRa Ol e, ewiSHETT,
g
oty
et ey bouzorm il Ton g
prosrim i .
Ca mgrieg
dmicd L et cl be tutle
W ot e 2y eyt ey, specel, weaget=L ¥ Swmmicl
Dy any of e o

e B noicy of B

Base Map: USGS Topographic Alap from SuniMAPS RASTER
Sources: Weber, 1080; Diobley, 15884, 19885, 18918, 1961, 2002, Rubln,
1982 Yorkns, 1997: Yorkes and Gratusn, 1997; Byur, 1968,

24
Glanidels, Gt 2

.

16



chulbert
Line


Sjuswpag [RiotuNg

\7 -RRydiod ae) Keab Wbl jo sewip Uyt LL 12
L] | ~”
"$Y002 BAISNIUI JISSPUE 0] Jjeseq paureiB-auy ‘UMGIq O] OB JO SEYIP U] MO
SHooM BN )
‘aBejs (¢)ueisin 'Snep awoIp @ 2 -
Zuenb jo sesswoibucy B|qqod-eigqed pue 'afeys sneadlisiuas: ‘sleys As o} i jl i TM m m
Apues umoLq pappaqalul PUB 'JUC)SHURS 3|GEUJ-ILUSS ‘UM 0} ARJB B - _ ‘ﬂ 2 w..
oy ¥
‘Sjuoip Zpenb epusjuoy aNoig JO || 'SISPINOY PUB SA|GL00 PapLINDS M) B pue g0l _o
snmulep Jeinbue jo pasodwon ‘pappaq Ajlenbiea o) BAISSEL 'BID08Iq UMOI] 0} ARID : _M
uonewo4 (¢ )ebuedo] _W
E]
"$3O04 SNOIMIS WSS pue snoadis Aleid ‘peppeg ulyl ‘Bulayiesm-BuuUAA Wi _s
L,
uoneuuod AsioJuoly |-
-]
‘(9861) WS jJo voeuuo snBres pue ewiod2d apniu) mﬁ
A)je00) Aew vase Jey} Ul ‘ysippal pessyieam Ajued s|jiLsoo) LIZJUNO [SUGED) ues u) mnlu|_d _ _~a
‘pajeinpul Apjeam 'siisodap ajesswolbue} puz |9ARID (BIAN|IB JO SIUEUWRL POIBAS|T | =
'sevse wayuou ureppue By 1 oD T g
8LUOS SSPNOUI SUIRIUNOYN [BUGERS) UBS WO PRALSR PUBS pue {8AIB ue) jelan)ly mm m
i 3
=
‘IS pue pues '19aesb Jo susodap [BIAN)E PAEPIOSUND A]NEaM Jap(o Jo SlueuWaYy |
SIUBUIIPOS [BIDIING POIOSSSI 19PI0 Mm 2
3 :
e e
opyspue’] paddey L A _ m
! 'y
A 2
ue jeian|ly iy m 2 -
E§
‘|oaeIB pue pues ‘)is Jo sysodap Uedpao]j pPaleploSLIoIUN (LINIANYY L) Hm 8
i ®
-
IS pue pues 'PAeIb Jo sisodap HUUBYD WeeNS B _m
Weoyuwy D (R

SNOILJTYOS3A LINN 21201049



chulbert
Line


18

'SHO0U B|EIINIS-0BIO PSIRINOSSE PUB B PBIBAR] SUUM JO SBSUD| ||ewWS _ !L.q. |

"(J6) sxo01 opueIBoone) AQ PejBiL o papruiul Ape|dwod pue (ph} ajuop zuenb
M pazpewbuw ‘payolucd wed u 'ssipub asepmibeid zuenb ysu-aynolq pepueq e

SH00Y JiSSiBUL)

willi

"HaYEleW S0 IzUenbelsw Ajgeqosd yd04 snodaNs peuleiB-auy pepueq ‘Aeio i
83190y aydiowezey snoedig

‘s519ub pasake) you-eoig “

Hquioy Jo sasua) sepnjout A)iedo) (aujsepue) Jedspie; esepaibed pue apus|quoy jo Py m.&
u pesodwoo osaqeB-sjucip pauesB-wnipaw ‘prassioub Ajjeso| o) eaisyew 'Selb Weq | n__m
ejuo|(-apusiquioy B

NOITHI SUV3IA NOITIIN 065~

‘PaIAIEAM 318YM WiRIBYOOU (2uenb Jounw pue 'a1oiq
‘spusjquioy ‘aujsapue-esejoobijo) Jedsple) asejpoifed jo Ajenuasss pasodiuon
‘2WJ0Ip Zuenb plossivub o) anIsseWw '2oP 0] BjuoIp Zuenb pautesB-wnipsw ‘Aeiey

‘PalaLieaMm 2Jaym Jusialodul ((Zuenb Joulw pue ‘aoiq

‘spusiquioy ‘suisapue-asedobijo) sedspie) esepoibeld jo Aenuassa pasodwod
aoip zpenb prossiauB-uou ‘aaissewu ‘ajuoip 0) o Zuenb pauesB-wnipaty ‘Ael) | :
auolIq zpend)

‘81i101q Joulw pue (suljosonu Apsow) sedspiss-y ‘(aseloodio) sedspie) asejaoibeld
'Zuenb Jo Ajeluessa pasodwoed ‘uojisodwos ajuoipousiB pue spuoczuow B
zwenb Jo Afsow 420. ontuesB aaissew pauiesB-aul o) -wnipaw ‘anym-Ael d

SHO0Y IntIeIS

SHYIA NOITTIN

055~ 0L 0S2~

082~ 0L 25

NVHL ¥3070

19p|O 40
21020324 {2} vruQWesSIg

D]OZOSS



chulbert
Line


o

_;JPASADEMA QUADRANCLE Compiled by T.W. Dibblee, Jr., F‘,& h, L '—a

G e

19

INDEX TQ SOURCES OF GEOLOGY
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3 Modified from Byer, 1968 A
4 Modified from Frankln and i
Associates, 1968 e Lo
5 Modified from Lamar, 1970 %‘

LY PASAREN Y QESDTANGED

Mt Wisan

& Modified from Weber, 1980

7 Modified from Smith, 1986

& Modified from Creok, et al., 1987 ¢
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VERDUGO FAULT
LOSS ESTIMATION FOR CALIFORNIA EARTHQUAKES

Using HAZUS loss estimation software (HAZUS is a nationally applicable standardized methodology that contains models
for estimating potential losses from earthquakes, floods, and hurricanes), created by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), the California Geological Survey, and the United States
Geological Survey, developed economic loses for the ten most damaging “scenario

earthquakes” (R. Chen, D. Branum, and C.J. Willis, California Geological Survey, 2009) (see
chart below).

Five Most Damaging Scenarios Earthquakes in Northern and Southern California

and Associated Economic Losses

Economic Losses ($M) @=miliioas)
Scenario Earthquakes = Buildings Transportation Utility System
Mag- Related ($M) System ($M) {(3M)
nitude
Northern California (Initials = Individual Fanlts)
N1 Northern San Andreas Fault 790 79,834 1,436 2,583
{(SAS+SAP+SAN-+SAO)
N2 Northern San Andreas Fault 1.76 70,628 1,172 2,026
(SAS+SAP+SANY
N3 | Northern San Andreas Fault 7.83 66,216 1,162 1,856
(SAPHSAN+SAQ)
N15 | Hayward-Rodgers Creek Fault 7.26 36,883 826 1,695
(HS+HN+RC)'
N4 Northern San Andreas Fault 742 34,299 721 1,212
{ SAF_iSAS+SAP}‘
Southern California
S8 Puente Hills Fault 7.1 79,662 1178 1,966
817 | Newport — Inglewood Fault 6.9 34,319 482 958
S1 Yerdugo Fault 6.7 23,751 270 826
S2 | San Andreas Fault — Southern 7.8 20,515 - 503 1,489
S18 | Palos Verdes Fauit 7.1 20,084 367 796

California Geological Survey Regional Geologic Hazards and Mapping Program LOSS
California Geological Survey - 2009 Earthquake Loss Estimation

HAZUS Loss Estimation for California Scenario Earthquakes

Rui Chen, David Branum, and Chyris J. Wills

California Geological Survey

June 2009

The estimated magnitude earthquake, in this report, for the Verdugo fault is M 6.7. The
monetary loss (in the above chart) for buildings is estimated to be $23,751,000. This is the fifth
most damaging scenario earthquake in southern California.

Stantec (2017, 3.6.7, page 148) concludes that “notential impacts related to rupture of a
known earthquake fault (referring to the Verdugo fault) or strong seismic ground shaking are
considered less than significant”.
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However, the Fault Activity Map of California (2010) (Pages 22, 23), California Geological
Survey (see maps below) indicates that fault activity along a strand of the Verdugo fault

( ), M 8.7, ~ 0.5 mi west of the landfill, occurred during the Holocene Epoch, i.e.,
between 11,700 and 200 years before Present.

Damage from the 1994, M 6.7, Northridge earthquake occurred up to 85 miles (125 km) away
from its epicenter, with the most damage in the west San Fernando Valley, and the cities
of Santa Monica, Simi Valley and Santa Clarita.

A strand of the Verdugo fault ( , depicted on the fault activity map, < 0.5 mi. south of the
landfill, is estimated to have been active between 700,000 years (Pleistocene Epoch) and the
Holocene Epoch (i.e., between 11,700 and 200 years).
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CONCLUSIONS
The Glendale City Counsel shouid consider both the beneficial monetary aspects for the City
of Glendale that might resuit from the proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfili
(Stantec 2017), and the environmental safety of the citizens of Glendale and beyond.

Based on my analysis, the present landfill, the proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon

31-12

Landfill, and the geologic hazards within and near the landfill represent both present and future|{31-13

environmental threats to the health and safety of citizens living in the region.

°
: ®
There are hazardous substances present both down-regional drainage from the concrete and

volcanic ash (bentonite) subsurface barrier and to the east of the barrier near the western
boundary of the landfill. These substances are documented in quarterly and annual monitoring
reports for the Scholl Canyon Landfill by the California County Sanitations Districts of Los

Angeles County. There are more than 200 substances of concern (Page 7) associated with the

Scholl Canyon Landfill. One of those substances is trichioroethene. Statistical analyses show
an increasing trend for Trichloroethene. Trichloroethene has been detected in monitoring welis
since at least1991.

The absence of a composite liner or impermeable membrane at the base of the landfill, and
above a highly fractured rock basement, allows substances of concemn to percolate down the
regional drainage into the groundwater.

The presence of the Scholl Canyon fault zone, depicted on pages 14 and 16, can also act as *

a conduit for contaminated groundwater to migrate westward in the subsurface.

Stantec 2017 Section 3.6.3, referring to the Scholl Canyon fauit or fauits, notes that “recent
(sic) mapping by Dibbiee (1989) does not even show these faults, and there is (sic) no data
available to indicate that these fault traces, if even present, are active” (underline emphasis
mine).

My Comments: The Scholt Canyon fauits were mapped by Byer, J.W., 1968, Geologic map of
a part of the San Rafael Hills. This is an "Unpubiished map prepared for the City of Giendale,”
as per Weber et al. 1981, i.e., Weber, F.H., Jr., Bennett, J.H., Chapman, R.H., Chase, G.W,
and Saul, R.B., 1981, Earthquake hazards associated with the Verdugo Eagle Rock and

Benedict Canyon fault zones, Los Angeles County, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Open-
file report No. 81-296, 173 p.].

®
The landfill opened in 1861. The northem or northeastern part of the landfill was inactive (filled)

by 1975. Filling of the southern part began in 1975. J.W. Byer would have had access to Schol
Canyon (upper Glenoaks Canyen) in 1968 in order to map the geology in the canyon. The
canyon would have been cleared and prepared, or was in part being prepared, for accepting
trash just before the geologic mapping of Byer (1968). None of the contributors to the
Geologic map of the Pasadena quadrangle (Page 19), including Tom Dibblee, is
known to mapped in the southern part of the Pasadena quadrangle, or in Scholl
Canyon/upper Glenoaks Canvon during the 1960s.

31-14

31-15

31-16
[ ]
®

31-17

31-18

31-19
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| will leave it to the reader as to why a contributor to the Stantec 2017 report would seemingly

denigrate or minimize the geologic mapping of J.W. Byer done in 1968. [Note: J.W. Byer
(1975) was the editor of Sycamore Canyon fault, Verdugo fauit..., Guidebook for the Southern
California Section of the Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Field Trip, September ®
27,1975, 68 p.]
®
Stantec 2017 concludes that ground shaking during seismic activity of 6.7M along the
Verdugo fault would be less than significant. '31 -20
®

My comments: The California Geological Survey (CGS), in contrast to seismic activity being
“less than significant”, concludes that the Verdugo fault is one of the five most damaging

31-19

scenario earthquake faults in Southern California. The estimated monetary loss for destroyed [31-21

and damaged buildings during seismic activity associated with the Verdugo fault is estimated
to be $23,751,000.

An earthquake with a magnitude of M6.7, as assigned by the CGS and the U.S. Geologicaﬂ
Survey (a magnitude of 6.9 is assigned in Stantec 2017) to the Verdugo fault is considered a
“moderate earthquake” (Richter, C.F., 1935, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America,
v. 25, no. 1-2, p. 1-32. Damage associated with a 6.7 magnitude earthquake would damage
“‘a moderate number of well-built structures in populated areas” (and engineered structures at

the landfill). “Earthquake-resistant structures would survive with slight to moderate damage”.[31-22

“Poorly designed structures would receive moderate to severe damage”. “A M6.7 earthquake
is felt in wide areas, ie, up to hundreds of mileskilometers from the epicenter”. “There is
strong to violent shaking in the epicentral area”. A magnitude 6.7 earthquake could rupture the
barrier in the Scholi Canyon landfill, damage engineered structures, electric power facilities,
and equipment, based on damage caused by the M6.7 1994 Northridge earthquake.

With the health and safety of Glendale’s men, women, and children at stake, this is the
time for great caution when considering further developing the Schoil Canvon landfill.

31-23
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o 32
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 8:06:34 AM

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable

Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (S):

Air Quality °

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions

(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using 32-1
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the

emissions on paper only. .

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other 322
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) ®

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will ®

be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. 32-3
Hazards ¢

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. ?

The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and islocated in an areathat is

deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The 32-4
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould

spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. :

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 32-5
if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire. °
Geology ®

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Parkwhere 32.6
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located. ®
Cumulative Impacts ®

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester 327
facility, and the landfill expansion. .

Best regards,
Dennis Malone


mailto:wpmalone@aol.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: CB Ferrari

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 3:24:37 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

I have recently learned about the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, and am very
concerned about its effects on residents. My neighbor shared the following information with me, and it seemslike it would be
aterrible mistake to allow this project to proceed:

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The
City isplanning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so
it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will
be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and is located in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of
California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if thereis amajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are severa fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

Please stop the construction of this power plant. Thank you.
Best regards,

Elizabeth Ferrari
Glendale 91206
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From: asysock
To: Joe, Dennis 34
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; vgajanian@glendaleca.gov; Zurn, Stephen;
Ochoa, Scott
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 1:37:24 PM

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am aresident of Glenoaks Canyon, and concerned about the following:

Air Quality

[
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only. ®

[
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester) s
3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be *
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. ®
Hazards

®

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is deemed afire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,000
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread

instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. ®
®

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire. ®
®

Geology
There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball fields are

34-1

34-2

34-3

34-4

34-5

34-6
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|ocated. T 34-6

Cumulative Impacts ¢

The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of al three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester 347
facility, and the landfill expansion. s

Best regards,
Gary Sysock

2632 Hollister Ter

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device


chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text

chulbert
Typewritten Text
34-6

chulbert
Typewritten Text
34-7


Q‘T;-&; 19, 2eryp 35

TO: Community Development Department, Planning Division,
City of Glendale

FROM: Gerry Rankin, Lifetime Resident of Glendale, Resident of Glenoaks
Canyon for 76 years of my 81 years on Earth, Member of Glenoaks Canyon
Board of Directors

Comment on Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration relating to
“Biogas Renewable Generation Project”

Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration with regard to a
proposed “Biogas Renewable Generation Project” was placed on the City of
Glendale's website on August 30, 2017. It could be found under the project
location of 7721 N. Figueroa St., Los Angeles, CA 90041, an address totally
unfamiliar with Members of Glenoaks Canyon Board of Directors, who have been
deeply concerned about the expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill since 2014.
The notice states as follows: “The Proposed Mitigated Declaration and all
documents referenced therein are available for review in the Community
Development office, Room 103 of the Municipal Services Building, 633 East
Broadway, Glendale, California 91206-4386 and on the Planning Division
website: hitp:/glendaleca.qov/environmental.” The notice also states that written
comments may be submitted to the Community Development Department,
Planning Division office, at the address listed above, by September 30, 2017.
(The September date was changed to October 20, 2017, due to compiaints that
the notice was not received by the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association
and that finding it on the City website listed under an obscure address was next
to impossible for City residents.) [

On October 12, 2017, | attempted to access the above-described documents at
the stated address and office. They were not available. In fact, no one who
talked with me in that office seemed to have heard about these records. | was
told to go to the Water & Power Building. There | located a manager-type
electrical engineer on the Fourth Floor. He told me that the only way | could
review the records on the Scholl Canyon and Grayson projects was by logging
into a computer to a couple of websites he listed for me. There was no possibility

for me to see paper records. [
®

In response to my questions, the gentleman kindly provided a general description
of the power station and its proposed mission. He said the project would consist
of four separate generators, each of which would be incased in a box-like
container forty feet long. They would be transported to the site separately and
they could operate separately when installed. Presumably other such units could
be added to or subtracted from the station, as needed. They were mobile. The
four units operating as a set would be abie to produce 10 to 12 megawatts of
electricity per day compared with the approximate 250 megawatt capacity that a
modernized Grayson Power Plant would be expected to produce. The basic
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purpose of this Scholl Canyon plant would be to consume the methane gas
constantly coming from the landfill. However, due to the corrosive nature of the
impurities in the landfill gas, a cleansing process for the gas should occur before
it would enter the four generators to produce electricity by combustion.
Therefore, a gas-refining unit, such as the one already in place at the landfill,
would be a part of the project. Also, a gas line owned by the City would be
extended to assist in the purifying process and, if the conditions warranted, to
increase the supply of gas injected into the generators.

When | asked about the status of a proposed anaerobic digester at the Scholl
Canyon site, the gentleman told me he did not know anything about an anaerobic
digester at the site. He indicated that a digester would not be needed. With the
gas from the landfill and the extended gas line, there would be plenty available
gas at the site to make the small power generating plant economically practical.
When | heard him talk about the four generators the size of 40-foot containers,

| visualized seeing them being pulled by heavy-duty tractor-trailers. With this
relatively mobile equipment, | thought, if four could be moved and hooked up,
why couldn't four more be brought in? That would make this project easy to build
on whenever the City might decide to expand the operation. This is the kind of
thing that makes many residents nervous. Why? Because so many pieces in
the puzzle seem to indicate that the City's planning for Scholl Canyon points to a
long-term goal to keep the Scholl Canyon Landfill open a very long time.

Why is it that the City is so anxious to tear out the pipeline that moves the
methane gas from Scholl Canyon to Grayson Power Plant? The City has
provided no evidence to support commentis that are intended to give the
impression that the pipeline is defective and dangerous. Moreover, why is the
City so anxious to stop all electricity production at Grayson for an extended
period during the “repowering” process even though Grayson has an existing
turbine that Water & Power says is in excellent condition and is quite capable of
competing with other first-rank gas-fired turbines in the State? That leads us to
think that the answer might be that if this turbine were to continue in use, the
primary argument for building the proposed Scholl power station would be gone.

After failing to obtain records on either the proposed power station at Scholl
Canyon or on the proposed repowering of the Grayson Power Plant, | went to the
Main Glendale Public Library to learn whether the library had a copy of the
records as stated in City messages issued on the internet. The librarians
searched through their records, including the records they maintain in the
library's basement, but they could find no trace of the records or any indication
that the library had received the records.

The failure to make the paper records available, as the City has promised in
writing, may not have been a problem for many people. However, it was a critical
barrier for me. At 81 years of age, with a sore back that has required extensive
therapy and was a factor in me retiring at the age of 67 years, | have difficulty
sifting in front of a computer screen for long periods of time. Nevertheless, |
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have received copies from friends of some sections of the Mitigated Negative 35-8
Declaration. [

Three other major projects are tied to the small but expensive power plant at
Scholl Canyon. They are: 1) expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, 2) the
anaerobic digestion project, and 3) perhaps most important of all, Grayson Power
Plant. So let's take these three one at a time but in reverse order: ®

35-9

1) Grayson Power Plant: The first question that crossed my mind when |
heard the City's proposal for Grayson was: Why would the City want to
spend three, four, or five hundred million dollars to build a new gas-fired
power plant when electricity is cheaper now on the electricity grid than we
could have ever imagined three or four years ago, and especially why do
that when gas-fired generation is losing to solar, wind, hydroelectric, and
other ways of producing electricity? | can't imagine that the State of
California will permit the proposed rebuilding of Grayson Power Plant.

Yet their likely refusal to permit it would be for our own good. A new costly
Grayson Plant would seriously compromise Glendale’s financial health
and could send our City into bankruptcy. So we had best not do anything
risky at Scholl Canyon until we get news from the State with regard to
permitting the City's plans for Grayson. Once we learn the fate of
Grayson, we shall be in a better position to decide what should be done
about the proposed four-generator power plant at Scholl Canyon Landfil. ¢

35-10

2) Anaerobic Digestion Project: The comments made to me by the official at ¢
Water & Power on October 12, denying knowledge of any role of an
anaerobic digester at Scholl Canyon, surprised me because the City
informed the Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners Association about an
anaerobic digester component to the expansion of the Scholl Canyon
Landfill in 2014 prior to mentioning anything about the small power plant.
Moreover, City staff has often presented both projects as a complimentary
set for improving the performance of the landfill site. Meanwhile, | have
learned that many residents of Glenoaks Canyon fear the anaerobic
digester more than the proposed small power plant. Increased truck traffic 35-11
to, at, and from the site, along with odors, and general messiness of the
operation are the undesirable impacts often mentioned. Another is the
cramped space at the site, which is at the entrance used by all vehicles
hauling waste to the landfill. Likely excavation of a steep chaparral-
covered hill on the east side of the site would be required to squeeze in
both the power plant and an anaerobic digester together with the present
operations already established there.

3) Expansion of Dumping at the Scholl Canyon Landfili: Dumping and

burying waste at Scholl Canyon is now and, since its inception in 1960,
has been the only activity related to waste disposal at the site. Thus, the 35-12
straightforward solution to waste disposal in Glendale and the neighboring
wasteshed has always been to increase the horizontal and vertical

boundaries of this activity. This is the solution applied a number of times  \/
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during the fifty-plus years the landfill has existed. The one major hurdle

has been receiving a permit for the latest desired expansion. By 2004, the

County and the City began to be seriously concerned that the generous
permitted width and height in effect at that time would not be sufficient in
twenty or twenty-five years to accommodate an increasing volume of
waste that was being presented for disposal at the landfill. Since the
permitted height of 1,525 feet above sea level was more critical than the

horizontal boundaries due to a lack of useable horizontal space, the focus 35-12

has been on increasing the permitted height. The City chose an addition

of 180 feet, which would mean that the landfill would reach an elevation of

1,710 feet above sea level. However, the amount of waste for disposal
has decreased substantially since 2004 for various reasons. Thus, the
need to increase the height has not been as pressing as it was thirteen
years ago. The existing permitted height of 1,525 feet now seems
sufficient until at least the year 2030.

Nevertheless, the City, with the County's strong support and insistence,
decided to proceed with plans to complete and release to the public in

early 2014 the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that had been in
the works for several years. City Council must have been shocked by the

avalanche of comments opposing the expansion of the landfill through
increasing the permitted height to 1,710 feet above sea level, along with
another recommendation to increase both the vertical and the horizontal
dimensions. These opposing comments not only came from affected
residents in the neighboring communities, they also came from govern-
ment agencies such as the Solid Waste Management Committee of Los
Angeles County, the Environmental Programs Division of Los Angeles
County, the Director of Planning and Community Development of
Pasadena, and the Los Angeles City Board of Education. They pointed
out numerous adverse impacts that they considered would occur, and
have been occurring, by the ill-placed landfill created on a range of hills
laced with beautiful riparian canyons, surrounded by pleasant residential

communities, and facing the critical disadvantage of being within one haif-

mile of a major earthquake fault. The Glenoaks Canyon Homeowners
Association has consistently pleaded for the City to establish a specific
date when the landfill will be closed so that the City might, at last, fulfill its
promises to restore, within a reasonable length of time, the site for
recreational purposes. Adding a power plant and an anaerobic digester
would be viewed as another serious backward step taken by the City.

The recreational and aesthetic issues relating to the Scholl Canyon
Landfill have become especially pertinent by the “Rim of the Valley”
project, for which legislation is now being moved forward in the U.S.
House of Representatives by Congressman Adam Schiff and in the U.S.
Senate by Senator Dianne Feinstein. The still beautiful San Rafael Hills
have been deeply wounded by the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and they will
never be restored to their original beauty, but once the landfill is closed,

35-13
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restoration can begin, and all of the San Rafael Hills can be made suitable
for inclusion as a part of a National Recreation Area.

My experience searching for records is emblematic of the way the projects at
Scholl Canyon Landfill are being handled right now. (I cannot speak for Grayson
Power Plant because | was late in paying attention to the plant, thinking it was a
goner, until | began to realize this week just how pivotal it is to everything that
might happen at Scholl Canyon Landfill.) After months and years of unhurriedly,
almost casually, letting the public know about its proposals at Scholi Canyon in
broad, outline form, Glendale Water & Power seems to be hurriedly trying to turn
these vague proposals into real-life projects, seemingly disguising all that they
are doing from the people who would be most affected by the projects and who
have been begging to learn the expected impacts from them. In fact, those who
are working to push these Mitigated Negative Declarations on the “Biogas
Generation Project” and the Anaerobic Digester project seem to be pushing so
hard that they have confused not only the public but also City employees who
were meant to assist with the projects. The City needs to slow down. It needs to
have the proposals re-written as one proposal because all four parts are being
created to work together as one interrelated master project.

As in the matter of electricity generation, new technology for waste disposal is
rapidly developing. Plasma technology, which promises to be a clean and
efficient way of disposing of municipal waste, is now on the verge of advancing
beyond the currently existing boutique level of application — the disposal of toxic
medical supplies, the disposal of waste generated in space exploration, and the
disposal of the waste from our country’s newest aircraft carrier, along with a
number of other applications in Europe and Japan. Conferences involving this
technology, including its application to municipal waste, are being held this year
in several places - even in Los Angeles. One was scheduled for Colorado
Springs this very week.

If we, together, set our sight on restoration, not further abusive industrialization of
the San Rafael Hills, we are sure to find better solutions to our waste disposal
and electric power problems than those that are being presented for permitting at
this time. Let's look beyond the next ten to fifteen years to what will work for us
fifty to one hundred years in the future. To begin with, let's find out about the
alternatives to disposing of waste in the ground or disposing of it through a
messy, complicated anaerobic digestion system. New clean technology is now
becoming available for waste disposal. Let's learn about it and use it.

Y o WU

Residence: 2423 Hollister Ter., Glendale, CA, 91206
Mailing Address: Gerald Rankin, P.O. Box 11058, Glendale, CA 91226-7058
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October 19, 2017 M
Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department
Planning Divisicn Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project
MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality ®
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria poliutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only. The air pollution will affect the health of everyone inthe @

surrounding area including kids on the sports fields(especially Scholl Canyon and
Eagle Rock, the Rose Bowl Aquatic Center), in the schools (Art Cemter College of
Design, Glenoaks Elementary) and many surrounding residents.

2. The modeling study used to determine pollutants is flawed as it used two air
monitoring stations, one in Pasadena, four miles from the landfill and one in Los
Angeles, six miles from Scholl. There are no air monitors in Glendale, at all. Not to
mention that the air quality is not measured at the boundaries of the landfill or near our
homes, schools and recreation areas.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an area that is
deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California.

Many residents cannot currently get private fire insurance because of the risk. The
proposed 60,000 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills
and leave the City of Glendale legally liable for massive loss of life and property in the
event of an "acgident”. :
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading fire, as we saw happen in the

recent fires in northern California. ®
®

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There

are no proposed mitigations from liguefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where

1]{Page
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children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are 36-6

located. The information in the MND was calculated using 2008 seismic maps [ )
instead of the more recent 2014 maps which indicate additional fault lines that 36-7

have been verified.

2. The landfill opened in 1961 and operated for 15 years before there were EPA
regulations to prevent hazardous waste from being deposited in landfills. The landfill
has no liner, as is required under every landfill now. The landfill site sits on a fractured 36-8
granite base that does not contain the chemicals that leach down through all landfills.
Barrier wells have been placed at the base of the landfill, but un-treated water seeps out

of the landfill in several other locations. ®
History of Infractions ®
Scholl Canyon Landfill has been plagued by foul smelis, dangerous gas seepage

(Attached, Letter December 31, 1997, Notice of Violation) as well as current non- 36-9

compliance with EPA regulations. (Attached, letter from County of Los Angeles Public
Health, dated April 6, 2017).

The Mitigated Negative Declaration underestimates the negative impact on the
surrounding area for the power plant. In addition it does not take into account how the 36-10
power plant would affect people and the environment when you add in the effects of the
landfil! that already exists, and further it does not even mention the plan to buiid an
adjoining Aerobic Digestion facility.

Current documentation with the California recycle states that the tandfill is scheduled to 36-11
close in 2018. ®

®
It is unfathomable that the city could be planning to build expansions and industrialize 36-12
this property without an Environmentai impact Report for the impact of their combined )
plans. ®

Sincerely,
Qw._ﬁnqﬂr}/

Helen Mallory

2317 Blackmore Drive
Glendale, CA 91206
helenmallory@hotmail.com

cc: (via e-mail)
V. Gharpetian
P. Devine

Z. Sinranyan
A. Najarian

V. Gajanian

S. Ochoa

S. Zurn

2|Page
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COuNTtY C:F Los ANGELES
s Public Health

BARBARA FERRER, Ph.D., M.P.H., M.Ed.

Director BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
JEFFREY D. GUNZENHAUSER, M.D., M.P.H. :llirda li.. Solis
Interim Health Officer rst District

Mark Hid!'cyTThnmas
CYNTHIA A. HARDING, M.P.H. o
Chief Deputy Director Third?)is“m'.ct
ANGELO J. BELLOMO, REHS, QEP Four D
Deputy Director for Health Protection Kathryn Barger

Fifth District
TERRI 8. WILLIAMS, REHS
Director of Enwironmental Health
BRENDA J. LOPEZ, REHS
Assistant Director of Environmental Health
5050 Commerce Drive
Baldwin Park, California 91708
TEL (626} 430-5374 « FAX (626) 813-3000
April 6, 2017
Jeff Hackett. Manager
Permitting & Assistance Branch
Waste Permitting. Compliance & Mitigation Division
P.O. Box 4025
Sacramento, CA 95814-4025
Mail Stopl0A-15
Via LEA Portal

®

SUBJECT: Report of Facility Information (RFI) Amendment Scholl Canyon Landfill. SWIS No. 19-AA-0012
Dear Mr. Hackett:

The Salid Waste Management Program (SWMP), acting as the Local Enforcemem Agency (LEA). has completed a review of
the Report of Facility Information (RFT) Amendment which was received on March 8, 2017.

This agency has determined that the application package does not meet the requirements of Title 27 of the California Code of
Regulations (27 CCR) § 21570 for a complete and correct application and is hereby rejected according to 27 CCR § 21650 (d) 36-13
on March 6, 2017.

The applicant may appeal this decision to the LEA within fifieen (15) days of the date of notification pursuant to 27 CCR 21615, The
appeal must be in writing and specify the grounds for the appeal. See the attached “Request for Hearing” form.

Should you have any questions, please contact Dorcas Hanson-Lugo (R.E.H.S.) or myself at (626) 430-5540.

Sincerely,

Kumari Gossai, REH.S.
Solid Waste Management Program. LEA

Ce: Stephen M Zurn, City of Glendale (Electronic copy)
Bradford M Bolger, LA County CEO (Electronic copy)
Jessica Burkhead, Sanitation District of the County of Los Angeles
Sam Shammas, Sanitation District of the County of Los Angeles
Wen Yang, Regional Water Quality Control Board (Without Enclosnre)
Nelly Castellanos, LEA (Electronic copy)
Dorcas Hanson-Lugo, LEA (Electronic copy
File;
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Scholl Canyon Landfill SWIS# 19-AA-0012

Grounds for rejection of Report of Facility Information application received on
March 8, 2017

1. Missing perimeter/boundary delineating 1000 feet around the site. Provide a vicinity map of
the site indicating sensitive receptors within 1000 feet of the perimeter/boundary.

2. Every load is “potentially radioactive’ and should be scanned before taken to the isolated area.

3. The radioactive loads must be ‘quarantined’ and not be inspected or opened for the health and
safety of the personnel. (Section 4.1)

4. Provide the tonnage for the 26, 000 loads of green waste and asphalt in Section 4.5. The math
is confusing and is in conflict with Table 14 for the year 2015.

5. What is the purpose of the up gradient well in Section 5.5.17

6. The change of the hours of operation in Section 7.1 can only be approved by a permit
modification.

7. Update Table 13 to include all equipment. Is there a sweeper and a towed blade grader at the
site?

8. How is the green material managed to prevent composting or becoming odorous? See Section
7.7.1.

9. Is the green material kept for 72 hours? Is this before or after processing? Are temperatures
taken?

10. Describe how the tires are stored to prevent the breeding and harborage of vectors in Section
7.7.2.

11. A permit is required for 500 tires.

12. Paragraph 2 of Section 7.7.5 is confusing. Where are the materials stored between the time of
recovery and the time that they are loaded into the roll-offs?

13. Include Los Angeles County Radiation Management in Table 16 for the current Emergency
Response List.

14. Include the LEA’s after-hours phone number (213-974-1234) on the sign at the entrance to the
site, in Table 16 and Figure 29.

15. Provide the eyewash stations, first aid stations, hazardous waste storage, e-waste storage, etc.
on a figure as part of the JTD. Section 7.9.4.

16. Provide key names in the organization chart and their resumes. (Figure 25)

17. Include that there are personnel from other Sanitation Districts locations who may come in to
assist the site as needed.

18. Address 27 CCR 20790 - Leachate Control. The operator shall ensure that leachate is controlled to
prevent contact with the public.

19. In Section 7.11.7, include that there are security cameras throughout the site.
20. In Section 7.11.10 there is no mention of Leachate control as stated in Table 3 on page 1-12.

Rejected RFI Amendment SCLF March 2017 Pagelof2
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Scholl Canyon Landfill SWIS# 19-AA-0012

21. Address CCR 20820-Drainage and Erosion Control. (a) The drainage system shall be designed and
maintained to: (1) ensure integrity of roads, structures, and gas monitoring and control systems; (2) prevent
safety hazards; and (3) prevent exposure of waste

22. Address 27 CCR 20630 — Confined Unloading. tnloading of solid wastes shall be confined to as small an
area as possible to accommodate the number of vehicles using the area without resulting in traffic, personnel, or public
safety huzards. Waste materials shall normally be deposited at the toe of the fil, or as otherwise approved by the
enforcement ogency.

23. Confined Unloading should have its own Section.

24. Address 27 CCR 20540 —Roads within the permitted facility boundary shall be designed to minimize the
generation of dust and the tracking of material omto adjacent public roads. Such roads shall be kept in safe
condition and maintained such that vehicle access and unloading can be conducted during inclement
weather.

36-14
25. Roads should have its own Section and should include the preventative measures (like rumble

strips,) for the offsite migration of dust/dirt onto public sireets.

26. Clarify that it is Sanitation District’s Solid Waste Management Department who keeps a copy
of the complaints.

27. Are the telephone numbers listed in Paragraph 2 of Section 8.1 posted on the signs at the site?
If so, provide as a figure as part of the JTD.

28. Section 8. Nuisance Control — Discuss the procedures to prevent nuisances. In paragraph 3 of
Section 8.1 include that it is the Sanitation District who keeps the log.

29. All incoming loads should be tarped. (Section 8.7.)

30. Revise Section 8.5. It is confusing and there are misspelled words: whistles; cannon gun, etc.

31. In Section 8.11, Paragraph 3, the radioactive loads are not opened or inspected in order to
protect the health and safety of personnel.

32. How long are the records maintained? Provide the duration for the various records.

Rejected RFI Amendment SCLF March 2017 Page 2 of 2


chulbert
Line


. @lengi_a_le CALIFORNIA o

Environmental Managemgnt Center {818) 548-4030

780 Flower Sireet, Glendals, CA 81 201
becember 31, 1997 FEE
CERTIFIED MATY,

Return Receipt Requested @ l;) Y
ted Partnership ©

Scholl Canyon 1Fg Limi

¢/o Scholl canyon Landfill Gas Corporation
13 Elm Street, suite 200

Cohasset, Mgz 02025

Attention: Gorden L. Deane, President

Subject: NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Scholl Ccanyon Landfill Gas Recovery Project

3001 Scholl Canyon Road

Gentlemen:

This letter will serve to provide notice, and does hereby

S0 provide, that the POTW grab sample of condensate
ject facility, taken on December

wastewater from the sub
19,1997, was found to have a flash point of 81°Fahrenheit
in violation of local prohibitive discharge limits of
140° Fahrenheit. Additionally, this sample was found to
contain an oil and grease content of 1524 ng/L and a dis-
solved sulfides content of 4.54 mg/L in vielation of
their local discharge limits of 600 mg/L and 0.1 mg/L
respectfully.
s Your representative at this facility

Mr. Steve Cooper of SCS Field Services was advised of the
ucted to cease discharge of

above violations and was instr

the condensate tc the municipal wastewater system. Per

our conversation with Mr. Cooper of SCS Field Services,
Desi Alvarez of Glendale P.W. it

Mr. Jake Amar and Mr.
was agreed that the condensate would be batch treaé;zed and

tested for compliance with local discharge limits %or
flammability prior te cbtaining discharge authorization
from this office. Furthermore it was agreed that if a

batch analysis failed local 1limits then said batch shall
Additionally, it

be hauled off-site for legzl disposal.
was agreed that t©his would be ¢ temporary solution until
the cause of the viglations have heen deternined,
adequate pretreastment has bean provided, full compliance
with discharge limits has been achieved and approval

granted frox this office.

On December 30,1997
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1t is required that you submit within 20 days of receipt
of this notice of violation a
rion &5 to the cause of the a
tive actions that will be take

tions.

If you have any gquestions rega
matter you may contact Doug Ki

(818)548~-4030.

Very truly your

Y

+ > .
Grg;g{ y E. Aﬁ :
In rial Waste Inspector
[-1-F1 Steve 2urn, P.W.
Jake Rmar, P.H.
Ray Huff, 8CS

Steve Cooper, 5CS

detailed letter of explana-
bove violations and correc-
n to prevent future viola-

rding the above subject
tchen or myself at
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Krause, Erik

From: Zurn, Stephen

Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 10:18 AM
To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: Krause, Erik

Subject: Fwd: Public comment for biogas project
BY1.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Linda Pillsbury <lindapillsbury@gmail.com>
Date: October 20, 2017 at 1:57:47 PM PDT

To: SZurn(wglendaleca.gov

Subject: Public comment for biogas project

Dear Mr. Zurn,

Below and attached, please find my public comment submitted for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project.

Linda Goodman Pillsbury
2528 Sleepy Hollow Dr.

Glendale, CA 91206
lindapillsbury@gmail.com

October 19, 2017

Dennis Joe, Biogas Project Planner,

Community Development Department, Planning Division Office, 633
East Broadway, Glendale, California 91206-4386
djoe(@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe,

My name is Linda Pillsbury and I live and work in Glendale. I would like to comment on the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project proposed for Scholl Canyon. There are many issues that
the MND raises but does not adequately address, including the degree of air pollution, handling

of hazardous materials, and impact on the surrounding communities which include several
schools, densely populated residential areas and well-used recreational facilities.

While there is much to say on those issues, I would like to keep my comments brief and address
the big picture. There are four projects which Glendale has been moving forward with: 1) this

1
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Scholl Canyon power plant (the Biogas Renewable Generation Project), 2) an Anaerobic
Digester also at Scholl Canyon, 3) expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and 4) Repowering
of Grayson Power Plant. All these projects are interrelated and therefore should be considered
together. All will affect each other, the environment, and the surrounding communities. We

should be looking at Glendale’s needs and goals as a whole, and how we can best meet them, and

it is impossible to do thatin a piecemeal way, looking at each project alone.

Separating the projects as is currently being done raises transparency issues. While it may not be
the city’s intent to obfuscate the issues, there certainly is an appearance of lack of transparency,
an appearance that these projects are deliberately being shepherded through to keep the public
from seeing the big picture. I am sure that Glendale City government would want a
comprehensive and open process that thoroughly addresses all issues.

So my thoughts and positions are:

All 4 projects should be looked at together and planned together. That includes a comprehensive
Environmental Impact Report that addresses all components of the 4 projects.

There are enough issues in the MND for Biogas Renewable Generation Project that are
incompletely or inadequately addressed to warrant a full Environmental Impact Report for this
project.

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project may be a worthwhile project but ONLY ifit is a
temporary solution to process the greenhouse gases that the Scholl Canyon Landfill currently
emits; NOT if it is part of a permanent plan to make the area a regional waste management site.
The Scholl Canyon Landfill should be closed by 2028. The many reasons (beyond the scope of
this comment process) include unstable geology; toxic seepage into ground water; air pollution;
degrades vistas; proximity to schools, homes and recreation, as well as fulfillment ofa
longstanding promise to the community. Thus, consideration of the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project should be contingent on an ironclad commitment to close the dump by 2028.

Thank you for the opportunity to make public comment. I sincerely hope the process will resume
in a transparent fashion with all 4 projects being considered together along side a commitment to

close the Scholl Canyon Landfill while providing for the needs of Glendale residents. We are at
an exciting time with many new technologies becoming available.

Sincerely,

Linda Goodman Pillsbury

Linda Goodman Pillsbury, LCSW
818-522-3952

www. Igpillsbury.com
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Linda Goodman Pillsbury
2528 Sleepy Hollow Dr.

Glendale, CA 91206
lindapillsbury@gmail.com

October 19, 2017

Dennis Joe, Biogas Project Planner,

Community Development Department, Planning Division Office, 633
East Broadway, Glendale, California 91206-4386
djoe@glendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe,

My name is Linda Pillsbury and | live and work in Glendale. | would like to comment on the
Biogas Renewable Generation Project proposed for Scholl Canyon. There are many issues that
the MND raises but does not adequately address, including the degree of air pollution, handling
of hazardous materials, and impact on the surrounding communities which include several
schools, densely populated residential areas and well-used recreational facilities.

While there is much to say on those issues, | would like to keep my comments brief and address.
the big picture. There are four projects which Glendale has been moving forward with: 1) this
Scholl Canyon power plant (the Biogas Renewable Generation Project), 2) an Anaerobic
Digester also at Scholl Canyon, 3) expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and 4) Repowering
of Grayson Power Plant. All these projects are interrelated and therefore should be considered
together. All will affect each other, the environment, and the surrounding communities. We
should be looking at Glendale’s needs and goals as a whole, and how we can best meet them,
and it is impossible to do that in a piecemeal way, looking at each project alone.

Separating the projects as is currently being done raises transparency issues. While it may not
be the city’s intent to obfuscate the issues, there certainly is an appearance of lack of
transparency, an appearance that these projects are deliberately being shepherded through to
keep the public from seeing the big picture. | am sure that Glendale City government would
want a comprehensive and open process that thoroughly addresses all issues.

So my thoughts and positions are: ®

1) All 4 projects should be looked at together and planned together. That includes a
comprehensive Environmental Impact Report that addresses all components of the 4
projects.

2) There are enough issues in the MND for Biogas Renewable Generation Project that are
incompletely or inadequately addressed to warrant a full Environmental Impact Report for
this project. (]

3) The Biogas Renewable Generation Project may be a worthwhile project but ONLY ifitisa @
temporary solution to process the greenhouse gases that the Scholl Canyon Landfill
currently emits; NOT if it is part of a permanent plan to make the area a regional waste
management site. (

4) The Scholl Canyon Landfill should be closed by 2028. The many reasons (beyond the scope ®
of this comment process) include unstable geology; toxic seepage into ground water; air
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pollution; degrades vistas; proximity to schools, homes and recreation, as well as fulfillment

of a longstanding promise to the community. Thus, consideration of the Biogas Renewable 37-9
Generation Project should be contingent on an ironclad commitment to close the dump by

2028.

Thank you for the opportunity to make public comment. | sincerely hope the process will resume
in a transparent fashion with all 4 projects being considered together along side a commitment
to close the Scholl Canyon Landfill while providing for the needs of Glendale residents. We are
at an exciting time with many new technologies becoming available.

37-10

Sincerely,

Linda Goodman Pillsbury
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From: Liz Amsden
To: Joe, Dennis; Krause, Erik 38

Subject: Comment on the proposed Scholl Canyon biogas project
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:11:53 PM
Attachments: CIS opposina Scholl biogas plant.pdf

Dennis Joe & Eric Krause

Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Municipal Services Building, Room 103
633 East Broadway

Glendale, California 91206-4386

Dear Sirs;

Please include the comments in the attached letter which was voted upon by the Historic Highland

Park Neighborhood Council on October 5t and passed unanimously whenever addressing the above
issue.

The body of the letter is set forth below in the event a pdf can not be entered into comment.
Thank you for your attention to this.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council which represents over 60,000 Los Angeles
stakeholders who reside, own property, or conduct business in our neighborhood calls on
the City Council to immediately join with Councilmembers Huizar and demand Glendale
require an EIR on the impact of the construction and operation of the proposed biogas plant
at the Scholl Canyon landfill for northeast Los Angeles BEFORE any further steps are taken in
connection with this project.

Three years ago our Neighborhood Council joined with Councilmember Huizar and many
other organizations in the northeast to oppose the unnecessary expansion plans for the
Scholl Canyon Landfill, located just behind the hills above the 134 Freeway and accessed via
Figueroa Street near the Eagle Rock Recreation Center. While the Scholl dump is on the
outskirts of Glendale, it overlooks northeast Los Angeles and any changes there affect our
neighborhoods’ health, safety, and economy. Glendale’s Environmental Impact Report
totally ignored Los Angeles stakeholders and focused only on the impacts on Glendale's air,
water, views, and traffic.

And now a new plan for a "Biogas Renewable Generation Project" — an on-site processing
plant for the natural gas produced by the existing garbage in the dump — was set to have its

comment period close on September 30", But Councilmember Huizar and his staff have
secured a 21-day extension. For this they have our thanks.

This new project is listed as in the 90041 zip code yet there has been no outreach to the
organizations representing the interests of Eagle Rock stakeholders.

As with the dump expansion there are serious concerns about air quality — especially toxic
particulate matter, groundwater contamination, noise, and aesthetics (since the proposed
location above Eagle Rock already has visible lights and trailers) both during and after the
construction period. The location will probably have to be significantly expanded to

38-1

38-2

o 00—

38-3

38-4

—oe

38-5
38-6
38-7
38-8


mailto:LizAmsden@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=EKrause

CiTY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA
HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD EMPOWERMENT
Post Office Box 50791 200 N. Spring St. Ste.2005
Los Angeles, CA 90050 axsEas Los Angeles, CA 90012
htp:/www.highlandparknc.com Telephone: (213) 978-1551
Certified as NC #33 May 28, 2002
COMMITTEE CHAIRS
OFFICERS Harvey Slater EXECUTIVE
Harvey Slater PRESIDENT Daniel Andalon RULES

Joan Potter BUDGET & FINANCE
Yolanda Nogueira OUTREACH

Daniel Andalon FIRST VICE PRESIDENT
Antonio Castillo SECOND VICE PRESIDENT

Joan Potter TREASURER Antonio Castillo, Susanne Huerta LAND USE
Rocio Rivas SECRETARY Rocio Rivas FAMILY, YOUTH & EDUCATION
Vacant PUBLIC SAFETY
DIRECTORS AT LARGE Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas HOUSING &
Liz Amsden, Elizabeth Andalon, SuzAnn Brantner, Linda “Boo” HOMELESSNESS
Caban, Gabriel Chabran, Melanie Freeland, Zacharias Gardea, Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas BEAUTIFICATION
Susanne Huerta, Sheri Lunn, Marcus Moché, Stanley Moore, Jamie Tijerina CULTURE AND EQUALITY
Yolanda Nogueira, Diego Silva, Jamie Tijerina Gabriel Chabran ARTS

SuzAnn Brantner SUSTAINABILITY

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council

October 5, 2017

Mayor Eric Garcetti & the Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
cc: Los Angeles Energy, Climate Change and Environmental Justice Committee
City of Glendale City Council and Glendale Department of Water and Power

Re: Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council which represents over 60,000 Los Angeles
stakeholders who reside, own property, or conduct business in our neighborhood calls on the City
Council to immediately join with Councilmembers Huizar and demand Glendale require an EIR on the
impact of the construction and operation of the proposed biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill for
northeast Los Angeles BEFORE any further steps are taken in connection with this project.

Three years ago our Neighborhood Council joined with Councilmember Huizar and many other
organizations in the northeast to oppose the unnecessary expansion plans for the Scholl Canyon Landfill,
located just behind the hills above the 134 Freeway and accessed via Figueroa Street near the Eagle
Rock Recreation Center. While the Scholl dump is on the outskirts of Glendale, it overlooks northeast
Los Angeles and any changes there affect our neighborhoods’ health, safety, and economy. Glendale’s
Environmental Impact Report totally ignored Los Angeles stakeholders and focused only on the impacts
on Glendale's air, water, views, and traffic.

Page 1 of 2





HHPNC - Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

And now a new plan for a "Biogas Renewable Generation Project” — an on-site processing plant for the
natural gas produced by the existing garbage in the dump — was set to have its comment period close on
September 30" But Councilmember Huizar and his staff have secured a 21-day extension. For this they
have our thanks.

This new project is listed as in the 90041 zip code yet there has been no outreach to the organizations
representing the interests of Eagle Rock stakeholders.

As with the dump expansion there are serious concerns about air quality — especially toxic particulate
matter, groundwater contamination, noise, and aesthetics (since the proposed location above Eagle
Rock already has visible lights and trailers) both during and after the construction period. The location
will probably have to be significantly expanded to accommodate the water tanks and the lights and
noise will be an ongoing concern for Eagle Rock since it appears that the power plant will operate 24-7.

The sole access point is at the northern end of Figueroa, adjacent to homes, schools, a major City park,
and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of Los Angeles so City stakeholders bear a significant
burden from the current operation of the landfill, including trash and debris, pollution, traffic, and
deteriorating road conditions in the area around the entrance to the landfill.

The construction itself which will take more than a year will further exacerbate the use of the Figueroa
corridor since the Glendale City Council refused to allow dump trucks to use the Glenoaks Blvd access
many decades ago.

Meanwhile the dump continues to percolate known carcinogens and other toxic chemicals through the
fractured bedrock below it into the groundwater west of the landfill adjacent to City water supplies.

Pollution doesn’t just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo and Scholl
Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or the more dangerous faults
close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing more dangerous contaminants from the
dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and explosions won’t magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak,
how will Glendale evacuate and compensate the Los Angeles communities affected.

A competent EIR addressing the concerns of northeast Los Angeles will show the landfill is unsustainable
under any circumstances, and is irreconcilable with our vision of a greener California. Right now, Los
Angeles needs to call on Glendale to shut the dump down and focus on clean up and remediation along
our shared border. The first step is to stop further investment which will drive dump expansion.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council commends Councilmember Huizar for his initial action
and requests that the Mayor and City Council join him in protecting the health and quality of life for
Angelenos in Highland Park and the other communities of northeast Los Angeles by taking all steps
necessary to demand a Los Angeles-centric EIR and stop Glendale moving forward with this project.

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council

Page 2 of 2





chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-1

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-2

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-3

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-4

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-5

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-6

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-7

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-8

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38

chulbert
Rectangle


accommodate the water tanks and the lights and noise will be an ongoing concern for Eagle
Rock since it appears that the power plant will operate 24-7.

The sole access point is at the northern end of Figueroa, adjacent to homes, schools, a major
City park, and a historic cultural monument —all in the City of Los Angeles so City
stakeholders bear a significant burden from the current operation of the landfill, including
trash and debris, pollution, traffic, and deteriorating road conditions in the area around the
entrance to the landfill.

The construction itself which will take more than a year will further exacerbate the use of
the Figueroa corridor since the Glendale City Council refused to allow dump trucks to use
the Glenoaks Blvd access many decades ago.

Meanwhile the dump continues to percolate known carcinogens and other toxic chemicals
through the fractured bedrock below it into the groundwater west of the landfill adjacent to
City water supplies.

Pollution doesn’t just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo and
Scholl Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or the
more dangerous faults close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing more
dangerous contaminants from the dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and explosions won’t
magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak, how will Glendale evacuate and compensate
the Los Angeles communities affected.

A competent EIR addressing the concerns of northeast Los Angeles will show the landfill is
unsustainable under any circumstances, and is irreconcilable with our vision of a greener
California. Right now, Los Angeles needs to call on Glendale to shut the dump down and
focus on clean up and remediation along our shared border. The first step is to stop further
investment which will drive dump expansion.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council commends Councilmember Huizar for his
initial action and requests that the Mayor and City Council join him in protecting the health
and quality of life for Angelenos in Highland Park and the other communities of northeast
Los Angeles by taking all steps necessary to demand a Los Angeles-centric EIR and stop
Glendale moving forward with this project.
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HISTORIC HIGHLAND PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

CiTY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD EMPOWERMENT

Post Office Box 50791 200 N. Spring St. Ste.2005
Los Angeles, CA 90050 Los Angeles, CA 90012
htp:/www.highlandparknc.com Telephone: (213) 978-1551
Certified as NC #33 May 28, 2002
COMMITTEE CHAIRS
OFFICERS Harvey Slater EXECUTIVE
Harvey Slater PRESIDENT Daniel Andalon RULES

Daniel Andalon FIRST VICE PRESIDENT
Antonio Castillo SECOND VICE PRESIDENT

Joan Potter BUDGET & FINANCE
Yolanda Nogueira OUTREACH

Joan Potter TREASURER Antonio Castillo, Susanne Huerta LAND USE
Rocio Rivas SECRETARY Rocio Rivas FAMILY, YOUTH & EDUCATION
Vacant PUBLIC SAFETY
DIRECTORS AT LARGE Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas HOUSING &
Liz Amsden, Elizabeth Andalon, SuzAnn Brantner, Linda “Boo” HOMELESSNESS

Caban, Gabriel Chabran, Melanie Freeland, Zacharias Gardea,
Susanne Huerta, Sheri Lunn, Marcus Moché, Stanley Moore,
Yolanda Nogueira, Diego Silva, Jamie Tijerina

Yolanda Nogueira, Rocio Rivas BEAUTIFICATION

Jamie Tijerina CULTURE AND EQUALITY
Gabriel Chabran ARTS

SuzAnn Brantner SUSTAINABILITY

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council

October 5, 2017

Mayor Eric Garcetti & the Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
cc: Los Angeles Energy, Climate Change and Environmental Justice Committee
City of Glendale City Council and Glendale Department of Water and Power

Re: Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council which represents over 60,000 Los Angeles
stakeholders who reside, own property, or conduct business in our neighborhood calls on the City
Council to immediately join with Councilmembers Huizar and demand Glendale require an EIR on the
impact of the construction and operation of the proposed biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill for
northeast Los Angeles BEFORE any further steps are taken in connection with this project.

Three years ago our Neighborhood Council joined with Councilmember Huizar and many other
organizations in the northeast to oppose the unnecessary expansion plans for the Scholl Canyon Landfill,
located just behind the hills above the 134 Freeway and accessed via Figueroa Street near the Eagle
Rock Recreation Center. While the Scholl dump is on the outskirts of Glendale, it overlooks northeast
Los Angeles and any changes there affect our neighborhoods’ health, safety, and economy. Glendale’s
Environmental Impact Report totally ignored Los Angeles stakeholders and focused only on the impacts
on Glendale's air, water, views, and traffic.
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38-1

38-2


chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-1

chulbert
Typewritten Text
38-2


HHPNC - Stop Glendale from building a new biogas plant at the Scholl Canyon landfill

And now a new plan for a "Biogas Renewable Generation Project” — an on-site processing plant for the ?
natural gas produced by the existing garbage in the dump — was set to have its comment period close on

38-
September 30" But Councilmember Huizar and his staff have secured a 21-day extension. For this they 3
have our thanks.
®

This new project is listed as in the 90041 zip code yet there has been no outreach to the organizations 38
representing the interests of Eagle Rock stakeholders. ® -4
As with the dump expansion there are serious concerns about air quality — especially toxic particulate ® 38-5
matter, groundwater contamination, noise, and aesthetics (since the proposed location above Eagle 38-6
Rock already has visible lights and trailers) both during and after the construction period. The location 38-7
will probably have to be significantly expanded to accommodate the water tanks and the lights and 38-8

noise will be an ongoing concern for Eagle Rock since it appears that the power plant will operate 24-7. 38-9
® -

The sole access point is at the northern end of Figueroa, adjacent to homes, schools, a major City park,
and a historic cultural monument — all in the City of Los Angeles so City stakeholders bear a significant
burden from the current operation of the landfill, including trash and debris, pollution, traffic, and
deteriorating road conditions in the area around the entrance to the landfill.

38-10

The construction itself which will take more than a year will further exacerbate the use of the Figueroa
corridor since the Glendale City Council refused to allow dump trucks to use the Glenoaks Blvd access 38-11
many decades ago.

Meanwhile the dump continues to percolate known carcinogens and other toxic chemicals through the
fractured bedrock below it into the groundwater west of the landfill adjacent to City water supplies.

Canyon faults run through the site but any earthquake damage from them or the more dangerous faults
close-by will certainly affect Los Angeles including releasing more dangerous contaminants from the
dump. If pipelines rupture, the gas and explosions won’t magically stop at a city line; if there is a leak,
how will Glendale evacuate and compensate the Los Angeles communities affected.

([ J
Pollution doesn’t just stop at the border of Glendale or even Eagle Rock. The Verdugo and Scholl l
A competent EIR addressing the concerns of northeast Los Angeles will show the landfill is unsustainable
under any circumstances, and is irreconcilable with our vision of a greener California. Right now, Los
Angeles needs to call on Glendale to shut the dump down and focus on clean up and remediation along

our shared border. The first step is to stop further investment which will drive dump expansion.

The Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council commends Councilmember Huizar for his initial action
and requests that the Mayor and City Council join him in protecting the health and quality of life for
Angelenos in Highland Park and the other communities of northeast Los Angeles by taking all steps 38-16

necessary to demand a Los Angeles-centric EIR and stop Glendale moving forward with this project.

Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council
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2531 Gardner Place 39
Glendale, California 91206
Qctober 19, 2017

Mr, Dennis Joe, Planner

City of Glendale, Community Development Department
633 East Broadway, Room 103

Glendale, California. 91206

RE: MND for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Dear Mr. Joe:

| am requesting a full environmental impact study for the City of Glendale’s Biogas
Renewable Generation Project because | believe the analysis accompanying the MND

is not as complete and comprehensive as possible to justify truncating the CEQA
process by issuing an MND. There is sufficient evidence to support a fair argument that @

the mitigation measures may not achieve the goal of reducing impacts below a level of
significance. In addition, the cumulative impacts of three closely related projects; ®
landfilt expansion, development of an anaerobic digestion project on the landfill, and
rebuilding the Grayson Power Plant, are not adequately considered in this MND. A ¢

power plant should process the greenhouse gases Scholl Canyon emits but NOT
enable building a larger, permanent regional waste management industry on the landfill.
A power plant should be built with the intention of landfill closure. I

| have lived in Glendale for about 30 years, the majority of which have been in
Glenoaks Canyon within a mile and a half of Scholl Canyon Landfill. Although | am
neither a landfill nor a power plant expert, | know fundamentalily the lived experience of
seeing my family’s quality of life and property values threatened by the City's decisions
regarding the landfill. Had we known when we purchased our home that the landfill was
still active and that there was not a REAL intention to close the landfill, although there
was a Joint Powers Agreement in place, we would probably have looked elsewhere for
a home. We’ve since iearned so much more about the dump. It is unlined, within 0.3 to
two miles of four earthquake faults, emits fugitive GHG, and is surrounded by
residential communities and recreation areas. We've also learned that the City views it
as a “resource” (Mr. Ohoa’s term) for the future. We view it as a threat and the City’s
lack of transparency surrounding developments on the landfill has not allayed our
concerns. ®

The MND presents the Biogas project as though it were relatively isolated from the
landfill, from other projects being planned for Scholl, and from nearby communities. In
fact, the power plant would serve a regional municipal solid waste landfill that is closely
surrounded by densely populated residential neighborhoods as well as groups who use
the Rose Bowl complex, Cal Arts, Dahlia Elementary School, Glenoaks School,
Adventist Hospital , etc. — the list of “sensitive receptors” within two miles of the landfill
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is long. The MND does not fully acknowledge possible impacts on these communities,
other than Glendale. ®
)
The potential impacts of the power plant should not be assessed in isolation. The
project will contribute to cumulative impacts of several projects now in various
stages of development for the landfill and for Grayson Power Plant,

The power plant alone will have impacts on the environment, and when taken together
with closely linked projects, the impacts could be ampified. Two main projects under
development for Scholl Canyon are landfill expansion and an anaerobic digester, and
although both projects were mentioned in the original RFP for the power plant and in
the DEIR for Repowering Grayson, they are not addressed in this study.

Landfill expansion:

+ Two alternatives have been on hold for more than a year as the City reviews
responses to hundreds of public statements on the project’s draft EIR. In the
meantime, the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles (the landfill operators) continue to
list Scholl Canyon expansion as a goal in their 2015 Annual Report: County of Los
Angeles Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. The Giendale City Council
has not yet voted to approve or reject the EIR, so expansion remains a possibility.
Under its current license, without expansion, the landfill is permitted to grow about
another 225 feet to 1,525 feet (about 15 stories). A landfill that high will have a
significant impact on the environment. )

= Why plan for landfill expansion when the Governor of California and the state
legislature have set a course to reduce the amount of landfill waste and
drastically cut greenhouse gases? AB939 aims to divert 50% of organic waste
from landfills, and only 10% of the diversion can come from biomass transformation.
Executive Order B-30-15 calls for a reduction in greenhouse gases to 40% below
1990 levels by 2030. ®

Anaerobic Digestion: 14

= Plans for an anaerobic digestion facility are underway, but specific details are
not easily available to the public. )

» The City issued a Request for Proposals in March, 2013, and two companies, Waste ¢
Resources,Inc. and Organic Waste Systems, were granted an exclusive negotiating
agreement to develop this project as a joint venture. The MND report does not
explain how the power plant will link with the anaerobic digestion operation even
though the purpose of an anaerobic digester is to convert organics into methane for
a power plant.

Air Quality: The MND underestimates the impacts of the proposed project on air *
quality and raises three serious air quality issues. ®

®
» The project will emit more criteria pollutants than are permitted by the South

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
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Criterion Air Pollutant Amount emitted  Amount allowed (SCAQMD)

NO2 165 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
CO 919 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
VOC 114 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM2.5 58 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day

(NO2=nitrogen dioxide, CO= carbon monoxide, VOC= Volatile Organic Compounds;
PM2.5 = fine particulates and dust).

« The City proposes to obtain Priority Reserve credits to offset the impact of these
pollutants. This is tantamount to buying the right to pollute and does not mitigate
the pollutants’ impacts. In addition, SCAQMD does not issue the “offset”credits for
CO or PM2.5, and offsets will not change the fact that the plant’s emissions will
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for acceptable levels. Credits traded on paper do not
remove pollutants from the air people breathe. The report does not adequately
factor in the emission of pollutants from the existing landfill nor does it take into
account the emissions from the proposed landfill expansion and the planned
anaerobic digester. The study needs to assess the cumulative environmental and
health effects from the multiple projects the City plans to build. The expansion DEIR
already concluded that expansion would create “significant adverse air quality even

with mitigation.” °®

« The air modeling study used to determine criteria pollution may not be reliable. I
- To assess the impact of a power plant on ambient air quality, the study uses two air @

monitoring stations, one located in Pasadena, four miles from the landfill, and one
located in Los Angeles, six miles from Scholl. There are no monitors within two miles
of the landfill, and there is no attempt to identify conditions that could affect air
quality between Scholl and the two sensors. By adding the numbers from the two
monitors to the power plant emissions, the study calculates the total emissions and
then compares those totals to a limiting standard. However, the combined values do
NOT measure the air pollutant levels at the landfill’s boundaries as claimed. There is
no way to tell if the emissions at the landfill already exceed the CAAQ standards
before the project is built or if there will be any changes after it is built. In 2011,
PM2.5 numbers exceeded standards on at least 45 days when measures were taken,

and PM10 numbers exceeded standards on at least 64 days. ®

» Relocating the power plant from Grayson will add to the air pollutants that tens of
thousands of people who live, work, and play within less than two miles of the
landfill already experience.

« The project’s four reciprocating internal combustion engines have a capacity to burn
5,532 cubic feet per minute (scfm), while the MND reports that the landfill produces
about 5,000 cubic feet per minute. The models do not appear to take into account
“fugitive” gas or leaks from gas pipes. What proportion of the landfill gas is currently
flared? Twelve flaring units will remain on the landfill, so to what extent will flaring
continue after the power plant is built? Will flaring be an open system or a closed
system which results in less noise and light pollution? If an anaerobic digestion
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system is built, will additional engines be required? How will this affect air quality?
How will the new plant be integrated with a cost-effective leak detection and pipe
integrity monitoring system for both the closed and active parts of the landfill?

+ Exactly how and where will transmission lines connect the new power source to the
existing lines?

Aesthetics: the MND does not take into account aesthetic impacts beyond the

landfill’s immediate boundary.

* The report does not mention that the Rim of the Valley Corridor Preservation Act
would expand the boundaries of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area to include the San Rafael Hills surrounding the landfill.

* Map 4-25 in the MND report states, “Scholl Canyon is not a primary or secondary
ridgeline (City of Glendale, 1993), and therefore is characterized as an area of ‘low
visual sensitivity.”” However, the recent slope repair project and growing berms have
become highly visible to residents in Glenoaks Canyon and Rancho San Rafael.
How will their aesthetic enjoyment of the environment be further compromised by
landfill projects as a whole?

= There is no mention of the impact the project might have on recreational facilities in
Eagle Rock adjacent to the landfill such as the Richard Alatorre Park, the Eagle
Rock Canyon Trail, and the Eagle Rock Hillside Park or even the Scholl Canyon
recreation facilities adjacent to the landfill. Nor does the report take into account the
westward views from the Linda Vista area in Pasadena or possible impacts on the
heavily used Rose Bowl recreation area.

» The study does not specify methods that would ensure that lighting would not be
intrusive to those living downslope from the power plant. Aiming lights toward the
ground would not alleviate downslope intrusiveness.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials:

» More than 1000 vehicles enter the landfill and unioad approximately 800 tons of
waste per day. Although Scholl is not classified as a hazardous waste facility,
hazardous materials inevitably enter the landfill. The loads of fewer than 10 trucks a
day are checked at random for hazardous materials, while a majority of the waste is
dumped and quickly covered and compacted. The report does not give an estimate
of how much material such as hydrocarbons, flammable refuse, poisons, corrosive
cleaning materials, asbestos, etc. probably go undetected into the landfill.

» The landfill was opened in 1961, at least 11 years before the EPA was established.
In1976 the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act began managing hazardous
waste, so for at least 15 years any manner of hazardous material was deposited in
Scholi Canyon, which has never had a lining now required of municipal solid waste
facilities.

o0 00—0 o ¢ 0 —
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= When hazardous materials are found, they are placed in a holding area awaiting
transfer to a designated hazardous waste facility. Where is the holding area in

relation to the proposed power plant, and how long do these materials sit at Scholl?

If there were a fire or an earthquake, how would the power plant and Cal Edison’s
high tension wires be shielded from the hazardous materials? How will the facility
ensure that toxic spills do not occur?

» The power plant itself may be the source of dangerous materiats. Landfill gas must
be cleaned of water, impurities, and any gasses other than methane. Will the gas
scrubbing process rely on large amounts of chemicals such as ammonia? If so,
where will the chemicals be secured? How would spills affect the power plant and
nearby sensitive receptors?

» Power plants, power lines, methane, and flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion,
and it is not clear how the new gas line will be made safe. The landfill lies within an

area designated as having the highest risk of fire. It is included in the California Fair
Plan for insurance purposes. Although the surface of the active landfill is cleared of

vegetation, the surrounding hills and nearby neighborhoods are not, nor are the
exposed sides of the landfill, where fire resistant indigenous plants have been
replaced with flammable grasses. Dry brush, grasses and trees are everywhere in

the adjacent canyons and neighborhoods. The winds blow, and fires move. Having a
60,000 gallon tank of water which is used for multiple purposes does not adequately
reduce the risks of fire which could spread to the surrounding hills.

®
« An “additional 12-inch water line is to be constructed from an existing 16-inch water

line for fire hydrants.” The report does not explain why a smaller line is dedicated to
fire fighting. Where are the hydrants with respect to the power plant?

- The Los Angeles County Operational Area Disaster Routes identified for the City of
Glendale are SR-134, Colorado Boulevard, and Figueroa Street (where Figueroa

Street connects to Scholl Canyon Road.) The project may interfere with these routes.

If there were an explosion or a fire from the power plant, the high tension wires, the
proposed anaerobic digester, the flaring station or any combination of these, the
major disaster routes could be compromised. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks
Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon, and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-in-one-

way-out streets that could also prove dangerous in case of a major incident at Scholl

Canyon.

Water:

- Will water be used in the gas scrubbing process? If so, how much and how will it be

cleaned before being sent though the city’s sewer system?

- Operational water consumption is projected to be about 450 gallons per day, which
significantly increases water demand when the project is in place. Why will so much
more water be required, and how will water be provided?
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- The Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project (February, 2016) will cooperate with
Glendale to place 4 non-potable water storage facilities at Scholl Canyon with a
connection to the power grid on the landfill. This project is not mentioned in the
MND. How will the Pasadena project’s water tanks relate to the power plant project?

Geology:

« Scholl Canyon is a 56-year old unlined municipal waste facility located on highly
fractured, shattered bedrock. It operated for almost 15 years before the
Environmental Protection Act, so there were few if any controls over the material
deposited in the landfill. There is continuing evidence that volatile organic
compounds and other contaminants have seeped below the subsurface barriers and
have flowed to the west of the landfill.

+ The report shows six active faults within 10 miles of the project site. The Verdugo
fault is 0.3 mile away, and three others are less than 5 miles from the project. All six
faults have a magnitude maximum estimate of 6.7 to 7.2 (2008 National Seismic
Hazards maps, USGS, 2008). What specific mitigations will the project make to
prevent gas and water line breaks, slides on exposed faces of the landfill, and
liquefaction at Scholl Canyon Park, also the site of the proposed gas link?

+ The report states, “Landslide hazard zones are most likely on the steep slopes upon
which Scholl Canyon Road is located.” No mitigation is offered to protect customers
and emergency responders on that road in an earthquake or fire emergency when it
might be difficult to reach the power station.

The Scholl Canyon Landfill should be closed by 2028. Only its closure will
motivate the city to deal with reducing waste and implementing modern
alternatives for both waste management and energy production. A methane
driven power plant should be built with the ultimate goal of landfill closure.

Why is the city trying so hard to maintain this antiquated, unhealthy, inherently unsafe
technology? We see it as an anachronistic failure to recognize that the future must deal
with trash much differently. We are stuck with methane for decades to come, and the
longer the dump remains open and continues to grow, the farther away that closure
horizon recedes.

Very truly,
/?//kw,w é‘/c/mw
Marie Freeman
Glendale resident and Glenocaks Canyon Homeowners Association

/V)Fr‘cel}’)M 3(74 @%mm'l .C.0M_

39-35

39-36

39-37

39-38

39-39

39-40


chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line

chulbert
Line


MICHAEL MALLORY

40

2317 Blackmore Drive, Glendale, California 91206 * Phone: (818) 2444030
E-mail: michael2mallory@gmail.net

October 19, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

Dear Mr. Joe:

®
As a longtime resident of Glenoaks Canyon, which abuts the titanic pile of fetid garbage

known as the Scholl Canyon landfill, I am greatly concerned about steps the city of
Glendale seems insistent upon taking to turn this blight into a full-fledged ecological
disaster. The following comments are in response to the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.

1. Air quality will suffer. ®

The proposed power generator planned to be erected on the site will exceed the AQMD
thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). No matter what
paperwork tricks are done in the way of “credits” in an attempt to mitigate this, the air
will be unhealthy. Furthermore, the study proposes that during construction, the transport
pipes currently in place to remove methane from the site will be disconnected for
upwards of a year and a half, during which time the methane will be flared.

Glendale’s new motto could be: “Hey, We Smell Worse Than Carson!”
2. Hazards abound.

In the news this very moment are stories of two explosions at two different gas refineries.
Is it a guarantee that any power plant built above the landfill will someday explode? Of
course not. But it could. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of
fire and explosion. Residential communities (including mine) surround the landfill, which
is already in an area that is deemed a fire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the
State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce
the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush
blanketing the hills. Past brush fires in Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and
Linda Vista have shown how difficult it is to evacuate the area, given the very narrow
one-way-out roads. In a major catastrophe, people would die. The only 100% guarantee is
that if no power plant is built atop the landfill, it will not explode.
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Mr. Dennis Joe
October 19, 2017
Page 2

3. Geologic faults

There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play.

4. Cumulative Impacts

The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion. And having some city underling get up at a council
meeting and declare that “no unexpected significant adverse impacts are
envisioned”...well, there’s a word for that. It smells almost as bad as a methane plant.

The City Council of Glendale has two choices: it can honor a commitment made to the
citizens years ago to shut down and cover over the landfill once it has grown to capacity,
or it can ignore all studies and facts that point out how a proposed methane plant will
adversely affect the communities living around it, and use money as a rationale to plant
the seeds of its own, home-grown Aliso Canyon disaster.

—eoe

I encourage the City to do the right thing and shut down the landfill.

Sincerely,
Michael Mallory

ecc: V. Gharpetian, A. Jarian, P. Devine, Z. Sinanyan, V. Janian
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From: Miri Day Hindes

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: biogas no!!!

Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 3:26:47 PM

41

I'm an eagle rock homeowner. my husband and | strongly oppose the building of the biogas plant or anything elsein

Scholl Canyon. We don't want your project in Eaglerock. It will be detrimental to our quality-of-life thank you

best
Miri and andrew hindes

Sent from my iPhone

41-1
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From: Monica Cheang 42

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 9:55:53 PM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206
djoe@qglendaleca.gov

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (S):

Air Quality °®
1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using

Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only. ®
2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other *
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will .
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. I
Hazards °®
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.

The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and islocated in an areathat is
deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills. :
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are severa fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball fields are
located.
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Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental 42-7
impacts of all three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
Monica Cheang @2128 E Glenoaks Blvd, Glendale
Scholl Canyon resident

Sent from my iPad
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From: Peter Finestone

To: Suzanne Smith; Joe. Dennis

Cc: Councilmember José Huizar - Northeast LA; board@ernc.la
Subject: Re: Scholl Canyon Dump

Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 8:12:23 PM

ty ssmith

On Thu, Oct 19, 2017 at 6:48 PM Suzanne Smith <gbirder@roadrunner.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Joe,

I am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of thisissue until the City of Glendale
reaches out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump.

Thiswill affect us far more than most people in Glendale. However, it appearsthat there has @

been no EIR done to determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is
outrageous that you attempted to sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock
Association, and the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant
concerns about your plans for expansion of the dump several years ago.

| am therefore asking that you

1) HALT consideration of the biogas issue until further notice;

2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q& A for Eagle Rock residents and
others; and

3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump.
| look forward to hearing your response.

Suzanne Smith

Eagle Rock resident and Faith Based Groups

Director for the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

Sent from BlueMail

Peter Finestone

!
I
I

®
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From: R Kataoka

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 11:57:04 PM

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (9):

Air Quality 4
1. | play rounds of golf at School GC twice aweek and practice routinely there. Having a
power generator nearby would not improve the experience — noise/smell/air quality.

2. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

3. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

4 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an areathat is deemed afire
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of al three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion. ®

O 0— 00— 000000

Best regards,
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Public Comments, Mitigated Negative Declaration Submitted by: Sharon Landin
Biogas Renewable Generation Project smlandin2@gmail.com
7721 N. Figueroa St., Los Angeles, CA 2420 Hollister, Terr., Glendale, CA

Air Quality
3.31 Setting
Existing Site Conditions ®
The description of the setting as well as the aerial pictures in the MND omit large swaths of
neighborhoods and communities. The MND states, “The fandfill surrounding the Project site is
flanked to the west by 2 parks, Lower School Canyon Park and Eagle Rock Hillside Park; to the
south by the Ventura Freeway {California State Route 134); and to the east by the Rose Bowl
Stadium.” While this is true, it overlooks the 4-5,000 residents who live in Eagle Rock to the
south, the 2-2,500 residents who live in Glenoaks Canyon to the southwest, the residents in
Chevy Chase Canyon and the Art Center Campus to the north, and the 3,000-4,000 residents in
the Linda Vista area and Glen Oaks Development (these neighborhoods are closer to the Project
Site than the Rose Bowl) to the east. (See attached maps) ®

3.3.1 Regional Climate ®
Relevant wind patterns are not included. The winds usually blow west to east and north to
south. Given the close proximity to several neighborhoods, the criteria pollutants from the
power generators could have a significant impact on them. Additionally, the generators are
located above the Glenoaks Canyon neighborhood, and a canyon can serve as a funnel for these
emissions.

3.3.20 Construction Impacts Due to Landfill Gas

Table 3.3.9 Overall Air Quality Impact Due to Construction of the Project

In this section, the “Net Emission” was caiculated by adding the “CalEEMod Output” to the
“Flare Emissions During Construction” and then subtracting the “Existing Baseline of Daily
Landfill Gas.” As a result, they recorded a net decrease in CO, VOC, PM10, and PM2.5.
However, they used 2015 data for the flare emissions and an “average of emission factors”
from 2010-2014 data for the “Existing Baseline of Daily Landfil! Gas”. To be accurate, they
should have used data from the same year for both the flare emissions and the existing
baseline. Accurate construction impacts are important since the construction period will last
15-18 months. Also, the MND does not state when, how frequently, and how long flaring will I
oceur.

®
Table 3.3-12 Criteria Poliutant Emission Summary — GE J 620 G5-16
3.3.24 without the Priority Reserve Credits, NOx, CO, PM2.5, and VOC emissions of the
proposed project would exceed the SCAQMD Mass Daily Significance Thresholds for Operation
Emissions. {(NOx would actually be three times the SCAQMD Mass Daily Significance Thresholds
for Operations Emissions; CO would be over one and a half times the thresholds).
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Pasadena (4 miles from landfiil) and one in Los Angeles (le miles from the site). The study
added the emissions from these two distant monitoring stations to the power generators’
emissions to calculate the impact of the generators on the local ambient air quality.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC)

Page 3.3.44 “TAC emissions associated with the Project will consist primarily of combustion
byproducts produced by the electrical generating units. TACs are compounds designated by the
California Office of Enviranmental Health Hazard Assessment as pollutants that may cause

a significant health hazard”.

EIR Scholl Canyon Landfili Expansion page 6.2.7. “Carcinogens are not assumed to have
a threshold befow which there would be no human heaith impact. Any exposure to a
carcinogen is assumed to have some probability of causing cancer.”

Even though the TACs registered in the studies do not exceed the project increment
SCAQMD thresholds, any incremental increase increases the probability for cancer and
becomes a significant health threat. Additionally, the cancer risk for the pending landfill
expansion exceeds the SCAQGMD project increment threshold according to the previous
released EIR.

Cumulative Impacts

This MND does not address the cumulative impacts on air quality for the “whole project.”

In other words, in addition to the 12 MW generators, there are pending intertwined projects:
an anaerobic digester and a landfill expansion. In fact, the two proposed variations for the
landfilt expansion both conclude that significant adverse air quality would resuit even with
mitigation. (See attachment 2, Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion DEIR 8.1.1 &8.1.2) The MND
also does not take into account the pollutant output that will result from the additional 200
foot elevation gain that is allowed under the 1997 Joint Powers Agreement.

Recommengdations
1. The City shouild order an environmental impact report on the “whole project” due to the
seriousness of the environmental and health consequences that could affect thousands
of surrounding residents instead of trying to circumvent CEQA guidelines by
piecemealing it into three separate projects. This EIR should be commissioned by a
company that does not have an economic interest in the project.

2 The City should have an accessible notification process so all of the stakeholders can
comment on this project because it permanently affects our environment and our
community.

3 The City should consider options that are more environmentally friendly.

4 The City should propose projects that do not jeopardize the health of its residents.
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8.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

This section summarizes the unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the proposed project.
Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR):

"Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a
level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an
alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed,
notwithstanding their effect, should be described.”

Section 6.0 (Resource Specific Analysis) of this Draft EIR (DEIR) documents the analysis of the
potentially significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed project. The proposed project would
result in unavoidable adverse impacts related to air quality, even after mitigation, as noted in the analyses
contained within Section 6.0 of this DEIR.

8.1 AIR QUALITY
8.1.1 VARIATION 1

As described in Section 6.2 (Air Quality} of the DE] iation 1 would result in the
generation of Eriferia pollitants sthat would exceed thel Coast Air Quality Management District's
(8CAQMD) mass daily holds and localized significant thresholds for Ox, PMio, and PM,..
Additionally, because Variation 1 would result in PM,o emissions in excess of the SCAQMD’s localized
significance threshold, this impact could potentially conilict with the SCAQMD’s attainment goals for 8-
hour ozone and PM,y, as set forth in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Even with
impiementation of mitigation. measures -AQ-1 through AQ-13, which represent all feasible mitigation
measures, emissions f)f-ﬁqé)j;iL PM,o and PM, s{generated during operation of Variation 1 would not be
reduced To BEIGW & level of significance. Therefore. implementation of Variation 1 would resulf 1o

significant unavoidable adverse air quality impacts.

8.1.2 VARIATION 2

As described in Section 6.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR, “new” construction activities associated with
Variation 2 would include the installation of the 13-acre liner, including a peomembrane, geotextile, and
drainage layer comprised of sand and gravel, as well as excavation of the hill located in the northemn
portion of the property. Peak daily construction emissions associated with these activities would exceed
the SCAQMD’s mass daily threshold and localized significant threshold for NOx emissions. Even with
implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-13, which represent all feasible mitigation
measures, emissions of NOx generated during Variation 2 construction, would not be reduced to below a
level of significance. Therefore, construction of Variation 2 would result in significant unavoidable
adverse air quality impacts.

Operation of Variation 2 would result in the generation of criteria pollutants that would exceed the

SCAQMD’s _mass daily _thresholds and localized significant thresholds for’, NOx, PM and PM,;.,
Additionally, because Variation SUITin Pl entissions in excess of & eﬂ@mﬁ;s localized

significance threshold, this impact could potentially conflict with the SCAQMD’s attainment goals for 8-

hour ozone and PMy,, as set forth in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Even with

implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-13, which represent all feasible mitigation

measures, emissions of NOx, PM,, and PM, 5 generated during operation of Variation 2 would not be

reduced io below a level of significance. Therefore, operation of Variation 2 would result in significant

unavoidable adverse air quality impacts.

Scholl Canyon EIR\Draft EIR\Section 8.0} - Unavoidable 8-/
March 2014



COMMENTS REGARDING THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE SCHOLL CANYON
LANDFILL, 2017
GEOLOGIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS

OCTOBER 19, 2017

Clarence A. Hall
Professor of Geology Emeritus, UCLA
Licensed Professional Geologist, Certificate Number 2337
Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists,
State of California

INTRODUCTION

The Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently an environmental hazard owing to: (a) its proximity to
an active fault, (b) the presence of hazardous waste in the subsurface, and (c) the absence of
a compossite liner at the base of the landfill. An expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, e.g.,
raising the profite of the surface of the landfilt 170-180 feet, with contaminants added to the
landfitl that escape detection, presents a further health risk. Seismic activity could potentially
rupture the present subsurface barrier, releasing contaminated fiuids into the regional
groundwater. In addition, future earthquakes along either proximal or regional faults could
damage propesed engineered structures. However, “The Administrative Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, (i.e., Stantec Scholl Canyon Landfill report, July 31,
2017), Glendale Proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project, Project documents, referred
to here as Stantec 2017, concludes that “potential impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault (referring to the Veerdugo faulf) or strong seismic ground-shaking are
considered less than significant”, and that no mitigation measures are required.

referred to below, provide the bases to show that the Scholl Canyon Landfill is currently an
environmental hazard. For convenience some references are referred to here as:

EIR 2003: 2003 Technical Background Reports City of Glendale CA, Earth Consuitanis
International.

EIR 2008: Report: Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion/Environmental Impact Study August
8, 2006, City of Glendale. EIR 2006.

SD 2009: 2009-10 Water Year ULARA Watermaster Report. Scholl Canyon Landfill
Expansion EIR. Appendix K.

£IR 2014: Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion, 2014 Draft Environmental Impact Report For The
Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Volumes 1 & 2, State Clearinghouse No. 2007121023, EIR
2014,

SD 2016: First Quarter and Second Quarter 2016 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl
Canyon Landfill Glendale, California County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 1955



Workman Mill Road Post Office Box 4998 Whittier, California 90607-4998. April.and July 2016.

SD 2017: First Quarter and Second Quarter 2017 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl
Canyon Landfill Glendale, California County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 1955
Workman Mill Road Post Office Box 4998 Whittier, California 90607-4998. April and July 2017.

BARRIER, GROUND WATER, HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

Stantec 2017: Page 3.6.1, “Section 3.6, Geology and Soils” of the “Biogas Renewable
Generation Project, Administrative Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration”
Subheading: “Regional Geology”.

Last Paragraph: “California Highway 134 is located approximately 0.4 miles
southwest of the site™.

My Comments: Referring to “approximately 0.4 miles”: The entrance and address of the Scholl
Canyon Landfill is 7721 Figueroa Street, Los Angeles, CA. The entrance to the landfill is
approximately 200 feet north of the Ventura Freeway (California 134) and the Verdugo fault.

in addition: (a) The current and active part of the landfill, at its southern margin, is 1,500 feet
north of California 134 and the Verdugo fault.

(b) A subterranean barrier (pages 4 5 & 6 below) is present near the western boundary of the
Scholl Canyon landfill or “site”. The barrier is intended to block the westward subsurface
migration of over 200 chemicals (see the following table). That barrier is ~2,000 feet north of
California 134 and the Verdugo fault (see accompanying maps and figures).

Stantec 2017: Page 3.6.2 of the Stantec Report: “Local Geology” Stantec 2017: Page
3.6.1:

“Based on information depicted on the 2005 Geoiogic iviap of Los Angeies, the Froject site is
underlain by Mesozoic age quartz diorite depcsits (sic)...” “Sometimes (sic) referred to as the
Wiison Diorite.”

My Comments: “the 2005 Geologic map of Los Angeles” (referred to above), apparently refers
to the “Preliminary Geologic Map of the Los Angeles 30’ x 60’ Quadrangle”, published by the
U.S. Geological Survey, and authored by R.F. Yerkes and R.H. Campbell. These two authors
reference maps used in their compilation, including several maps authored by T.W. Dibblee.

The Wilson Diorite is a quartz diorite. It is an igneous intrusive rock—not quartz diorite
“deposits”. Deposits are sedimentary lithology {e.g. made up of clay, silt, sand, or gravel and
commonly carried and deposited by wind, water, or ice). The quartz diorite was not “deposited”
by sedimentary processes.

The igneous rocks consist of granodiorite, quartz dicrite, and/or tonalite. These are intrusive
rocks of late Cretaceous age (100.5-66 Ma) that intruded metamorphic rocks, including gneiss
or Mendenhall Gneiss, whose age is Proterozoic or greater than 1.2 billion years old.



These igneous and metamorphic rocks are present beneath the Scholl Canyon landfill. In a
sense, they are an environmental hazard owing to the fact that they are highly fractured.
During at least the last 28 million years (28 Ma to Present) these rocks were transported
tectonically along and within the San Andreas zone, and other fault systems, i.e., transported
at least 350 miles or as much as 20 degrees of latitude. During transportation they were highly

fractured and mixed. They form the basement of the landfill. See alsc EIR 2003 TECHNICAL

BACKGROUND REPORT fo the 2003 SAFETY ELEMENT CITY of GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA, CHAPTER 2: GEOLOGIC
HAZARDS.

in sum: In 1961, no impermeable membrane was instalied at what was to become the base of
the Scholl Canyon Landfill. As noted above, the rocks beneath the base of the landfill are
highly fractured igneous and metamorphic rocks largely of two geologic ages (~150 million and
650+ million years or/to 1.2 biliion years old) that have been transported and fractured as they
were moved at least several hundred miles to their present location, and during at least the last
27 or 28 million years.

EIR 2014 (part 3.3.7.1): This section minimizes this environmental hazard: The report states:

“The SCLF was developed and the extent of refuse placement was established
prior to Subtitle D regulations requiring installation of a composite liner at the
bottom of the landfill. Although the site does not have a composite liner, the
existing natural liner of bedrock, the subsurface barrier at the mouth of the
canyon, and the groundwater monitoring and extraction systems coltectively
provide an equivalent level of protection”.

My Comment: Because there is no “"composite iiner at the bottom of the iandfili” or
impermeable barrier beneath the landfill, contaminated fiuid has leaked and is currently leaking
from beneath the landfill. The contaminated groundwater is carried westward into the aquifer
(based on LA County sampling the substrate in wells west of the barrier; see below).
Expansion of the landfill will exacerbate this existing environmental hazard.

The following maps and tables, pages 4-10, support this comment.

The maps and tables below show the location of the monitoring wells west of the
subsurface barrier near the western limit of the Scholl Canyon Landfill, and wells
farther west of the barrier at the Glenoaks Park. The presence of chemical

elements, and over 200 “constituents of concern”, reported from nine monitoring

wells (wells M02B, M04B, MO5A, MO6B, M08B and, M010B) immediately west of the
subsurface concrete and bentonite [volcanic ash] barrier, and wells M17A, M18A, and M18B at

the Glenoaks Park), clearly demonstrate that the subsurface barrier at the west side
of the landfill, and mouth of the canyon, and the groundwater monitoring and
extraction systems clearly do not provide protection from environmental hazards
owing to: (a) the absence of a composite liner at the base of the landfill, (b) the
presence at the base of the landfill of highly fractured igneous and metamorphic
rocks that allow hazardous substances to migrate westward beneath the barrier,



and (c) the potential for earthquakes to generate faults (discussed below) that
could breach the subsurface barrier.

In addition, rainfall (see rainfall averages for Los Angeles below) eventually
percolates downward through the landfill and into: (a) the fractured substrate,
(b) the aquifer, groundwater, and (c) Glendale’s water wells. Increased rainfall
exacerbates percolation of chemical constituents into the groundwater.

Five-year Average  9.82 INCHES
Ten-year Average 11.70 INCHES
Twenty-year Average 13.56 INCHES
Fifty-year Average 14.69 INCHES
Years from 2016 to
1966

Note: These rainfall averages are for Los Angeles, CA. The average annual
Precipitation for Glendaie is 18.96 inches, owing to its proximity to the surrounding
mountains and its higher elevation than Los Angeles. A hundred-year-plus data
record is available for Los Angeles (average 14.93 inches), but not for Glendale.
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SD 2017: Trichloroethene

“Trends for the volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were generally consistent with previous
results of trend analyses performed for quarterly monitoring events at the SCLF. For the most
part, the observed VOC concentrations have decreased or remained stable at most wells.
Such trends have been apparent since the installation of the new groundwater extraction wells
in 1998. Trend analyses indicate decreasing or stable trends for all the detected VOCs at wells
MO6B and MO8B, for five of the six detected VOCs at wells M02B, and for four of the five
detected VOCs at well MO4B. Trichloroethene at wells MO2B and M04B was identified as
showing increasing trends; these wells and trends are discussed below.

Well M02B

Six of the 10 selected VOCs were detected in well M02B during the reporting period and one
increasing trend was identified. The statistical analyses indicated an increasing trend for
trichloroethene. This VOC was detected at 7.4 and 7.6 ug/L in the primary and duplicate
samples, respectively, during this reporting period. Trichloroethene has been detected
since the third quarter of 1987 and concentrations have ranged from non-detect to 8.5
ug/L. There are typical indicators of leachate in groundwater such as chloride, nitrate as
nitrogen, sulfate, total organic carbon, and total dissolved solids. The concentrations of these
indicators at well MO2B do not show changes that would correspond with a new release from
the landfill.

Well M04B
Second Quarter 2017 Water Quality Monitoring Report Scholl Canyon Land

Five of the 10 selected VOCs were detected in well M04B during the reparting period and one
increasing trend was identified. Although the statistical anailyses indicated an increasing
trend for trichloroethene, this VOC was detected within its historical levels this
reporting period at 2.7 pg/L. Trichloroethene has been detected since the first guarter of
1991 and concentrations have ranged from non-detect to 7.5 Hg/L. The detected
concentrations of this VOC do not show a steady increase as suggested by the trend analysis,
but instead fluctuates from one monitoring event to the next within a band of values.

The Sanitation Districts do not believe these detected trends require any necessary action
beyond the site’s existing CAP. A discussion of the year's concentration trends at the
monitored weils will be inciuded in the 2017 annuai water quality monitoring report. in all of the
manitoring wells, total VOC concentrations have decreased significantly since the bedrock
extraction wells were installed. These results indicate that the (corrective action program)
CAP continues to be effsctive in controlling landfill-affected groundwater.”
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My Comments: There should be public concern owing to the presence of
trichloroethylene (TCE) west of the concrete and bentonite barrier.

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia:

“Pioneered by Imperial Chemical Industries in Britain, its development was hailed as an
anesthetic revolution. Originally thought to possess less hepatotoxicity than chloroform, and
without the unpleasant pungency and flammability of ether, TCE use was nonetheless soon
found to have several pitfalls. These included promotion of cardiac arrhythmias, low volatility
and high solubility preventing quick anesthetic induction, reactions with soda lime used in
carbon dioxide absorbing systems, prolonged neurologic dysfunction when used with soda
lime, and evidence of hepatotoxicity as had been found with chloroform.

The introduction of halothane in 1956 greatly diminished the use of TCE as a general
anesthetic. TCE was still used as an inhalation analgesic in childbirth given by self-
administration. Fetal toxicity and concerns for carcinogenic potential of TCE led to its
abandonment in developed countries by the 1980s.

Due to concerns about its toxicity, the use of trichloroethylene in the food and pharmaceutical
industries has been banned in much of the world since the 1970s. Legislation has forced the
substitution of trichloroethylene in many processes in Europe as the chemical was classified as
a carcinogen carrying an R45 risk phrase, May cause cancer. Many degreasing chemical
alternatives are being promoted such as Ensolv and Leksol; however, each of these is based
on n-propyl bromide which carries an R60 risk phrase of May impair fertility, and they would
not be a legally acceptable substitute.

Groundwater contamination by TCE has become an important environmental concern
for human exposure.

in 2005 it was announced by the United States Environmental Protection Agency that the
agency had completed its Final Health Assessment for Trichloroethylene and released a list of
new TCE toxicity values.® The results of the study have formally characterized the chemical
as a human carcinogen and a non-carcinogenic health hazard. A 2011 toxicological review
performed by the EPA continues to list trichloroethylene as a known carcincgen.”

BARRIER, FAULTS

Stantec 2017: Section 3.6.3 states: “The project site is not located within a currently mapped
California Earthquake fauit zone, as presented in the table above; the nearest fault is the
Verdugo fault, Jocated 0.3 miles to the southwest of the project site (italics/underline mine).
Based on avaiiabie geoiogic data, there is iow potential for surface fauit rupture from the
Verdugo Fault and other nearby active faults propagating to the surface of the Project site
during design iife of the proposed development.

The Scholl Canyon faults were mapped by Byer (1968), and Envicom (1 975) suggested that
this fault connects the Verdugo fault in the west to the Fagle Rock fault in the east. However,
more recent mapping by Dibblee (1989) does not even show these faults, and there is (sic) no
data to indicate that these fault traces, if even present, are active. The Hazards Map in the
GGP (Glendale General Plan) shows the Scholl Canyon fault, as mapped by Byer, on Plate P
of the Safety Element of the GGP (City of Glendale, 2003).” End quote.
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My Comments: Stantec 2017 minimizes the importance of the Verdugo fault. To quote from
above: “there is low potential for surface fault rupture from the Verdugo Fault”. Because
movement within and along the Verdugo fault zone (and along faults mapped within the Scholl
Canyon Landfill) could impact any engineered structures at the landfill site, and elsewhere,
including the subsurface barrier discussed in my above comments, evidence of the presence
of the Verdugo fault, the postulated magnitude of an earthquake near the trace of the Verdugo
fault, and the estimated monetary damage that movement along the fault could cause, the
Verdugo fault is reviewed below.

BELOW: Some maps depicting the Verdugo Fault

1. TOPOGRAHIC MAP (Page 13)

The Verdugo fault or fault-line scarp is visible on the 1953 edition (pre-Ventura Freeway, CA
134) of the 7.5 minute Pasadena Quadrangle. A part of that map is reproduced below. The

fault scarp, before excavation for the freeway was along “Hill Drive” (Page 13).

2. GEOLOGIC MAPS (Beginning on Page 14)
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The preceding geologic map was compiled by the foliowing: 15

Byer, JW., 1968, Geologic map of a part of the San Rafael Hills: Unpublished
map prepared for the City of Glendale (according to Weber et al. 1981).

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1989, Geologic map of the Los
Angeles quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California: Dibblee Geological
Foundation Map DF-22, scale 1:24,000.

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1989, Geologic map of the
Pasadena quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California: Dibblee Geological
Foundation Map DF-23, scale 1:24,000.

Dibblee, T.W., and Ehrenspeck, H.E., ed., 1991, Geologic map of the Sunland
and Burbank (north 1/2) quadrangles, L.os Angeles County, California: Dibblee
Geologicai Foundation Map DF-32, scale 1 :24,000.

Weber, F.H., Jr., Bennett, J.H., Chapman, R.H., Chase, G.W., and Saul, R.B.,
1981, Earthquake hazards associated with the Verdugo Eagle Rock and
Benedict Canyon fault zones, Los Angeles County, California, U.S. Geological
Survey, Open-file report No. 81-296, 173 p.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Los Angeles 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern California, Open-filte Report 97-254.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Burbank 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern Caiifornia, Open-file Report 97-1686.

Yerkes, R.F., 1997, Preliminary geologic map of the Hollywood 7.5-minute
quadrangle, southern California, Open-file Report 97-255.
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5 INDEX TO SOURCES OF GEOLOGY
_;?ASADENA QUADRANGLE Compiled by T.W. Dibblee, Jr., F‘,& h, PR

from the following sources:
—— 1 T.W. Dibblee r, field work, 1968 |.
1,7,8&9 2 Modified from P.L. Ehig, 0

unpublished field work, 19561965
3 Modified from Byer, 1968
4 Modified from Franklin and

G e

LY PASAREN Y QESDTANGED

7 Modified from Smith, 1986

3%
- B Associates, 1968 R
N £ 5 Modified from Lamar, 1970 |
i = & Modified from Weber, 1980 E::#

‘:j & Modified from Creok, et al., 1987 ¢
\ ]5.67,8,&9 9 T.W. Dibblee Jr., T.L. Davis, and ;.:!
;,] R FLE. Enrenspeck, field work, 1988
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GEOLOGIC MAP OF THE PASADENA QUARANGLE, LOS ANGELES COUNTY
By Thomas W. Dibblee, Jr., 1989. Dibblee Foundation Map #DF-23, First Printing May 1989
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VERDUGO FAULT
LOSS ESTIMATION FOR CALIFORNIA EARTHQUAKES

Using HAZUS loss estimation software (HAZUS is a nationally applicable standardized methodology that contains models
for estimating potential losses from earthquakes, floods, and hurricanes), created by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), the California Geological Survey, and the United States
Geological Survey, developed economic loses for the ten most damaging “scenario

earthquakes” (R. Chen, D. Branum, and C.J. Willis, California Geological Survey, 2009) (see
chart below).

Five Most Damaging Scenarios Earthquakes in Northern and Southern California

and Associated Economic Losses

Economic Losses ($M) @=miliioas)
Scenario Earthquakes = Buildings Transportation Utility System
Mag- Related ($M) System ($M) {(3M)
nitude
Northern California (Initials = Individual Fanlts)
N1 Northern San Andreas Fault 790 79,834 1,436 2,583
{(SAS+SAP+SAN-+SAO)
N2 Northern San Andreas Fault 1.76 70,628 1,172 2,026
(SAS+SAP+SANY
N3 | Northern San Andreas Fault 7.83 66,216 1,162 1,856
(SAPHSAN+SAQ)
N15 | Hayward-Rodgers Creek Fault 7.26 36,883 826 1,695
(HS+HN+RC)'
N4 Northern San Andreas Fault 742 34,299 721 1,212
{ SAF_iSAS+SAP}‘
Southern California
S8 Puente Hills Fault 7.1 79,662 1178 1,966
817 | Newport — Inglewood Fault 6.9 34,319 482 958
S1 Yerdugo Fault 6.7 23,751 270 826
S2 | San Andreas Fault — Southern 7.8 20,515 - 503 1,489
S18 | Palos Verdes Fauit 7.1 20,084 367 796

California Geological Survey Regional Geologic Hazards and Mapping Program LOSS
California Geological Survey - 2009 Earthquake Loss Estimation

HAZUS Loss Estimation for California Scenario Earthquakes

Rui Chen, David Branum, and Chyris J. Wills

California Geological Survey

June 2009

The estimated magnitude earthquake, in this report, for the Verdugo fault is M 6.7. The
monetary loss (in the above chart) for buildings is estimated to be $23,751,000. This is the fifth
most damaging scenario earthquake in southern California.

Stantec (2017, 3.6.7, page 148) concludes that “notential impacts related to rupture of a
known earthquake fault (referring to the Verdugo fault) or strong seismic ground shaking are
considered less than significant”.
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However, the Fault Activity Map of California (2010) (Pages 22, 23), California Geological
Survey (see maps below) indicates that fault activity along a strand of the Verdugo fault

( ), M 8.7, ~ 0.5 mi west of the landfill, occurred during the Holocene Epoch, i.e.,
between 11,700 and 200 years before Present.

Damage from the 1994, M 6.7, Northridge earthquake occurred up to 85 miles (125 km) away
from its epicenter, with the most damage in the west San Fernando Valley, and the cities
of Santa Monica, Simi Valley and Santa Clarita.

A strand of the Verdugo fault ( , depicted on the fault activity map, < 0.5 mi. south of the
landfill, is estimated to have been active between 700,000 years (Pleistocene Epoch) and the
Holocene Epoch (i.e., between 11,700 and 200 years).
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CONCLUSIONS

The Glendale City Counsel shouid consider both the beneficial monetary aspects for the City
of Glendale that might resuit from the proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon Landfili
(Stantec 2017), and the environmental safety of the citizens of Glendale and beyond.

Based on my analysis, the present landfill, the proposed expansion of the Scholl Canyon
Landfill, and the geologic hazards within and near the landfill represent both present and future
environmental threats to the health and safety of citizens living in the region.

There are hazardous substances present both down-regional drainage from the concrete and
volcanic ash (bentonite) subsurface barrier and to the east of the barrier near the western
boundary of the landfill. These substances are documented in quarterly and annual monitoring
reports for the Scholl Canyon Landfill by the California County Sanitations Districts of Los
Angeles County. There are more than 200 substances of concern (Page 7) associated with the
Scholl Canyon Landfill. One of those substances is trichioroethene. Statistical analyses show
an increasing trend for Trichloroethene. Trichloroethene has been detected in monitoring welis
since at least1991.

The absence of a composite liner or impermeable membrane at the base of the landfill, and
above a highly fractured rock basement, allows substances of concemn to percolate down the
regional drainage into the groundwater.

The presence of the Scholl Canyon fault zone, depicted on pages 14 and 16, can also act as
a conduit for contaminated groundwater to migrate westward in the subsurface.

Stantec 2017 Section 3.6.3, referring to the Scholl Canyon fauit or fauits, notes that “recent
(sic) mapping by Dibbiee (1989) does not even show these faults, and there is (sic) no data
available to indicate that these fault traces, if even present, are active” (underline emphasis
mine).

My Comments: The Scholt Canyon fauits were mapped by Byer, J.W., 1968, Geologic map of
a part of the San Rafael Hills. This is an "Unpubiished map prepared for the City of Giendale,”
as per Weber et al. 1981, i.e., Weber, F.H., Jr., Bennett, J.H., Chapman, R.H., Chase, G.W,
and Saul, R.B., 1981, Earthquake hazards associated with the Verdugo Eagle Rock and
Benedict Canyon fault zones, Los Angeles County, California, U.S. Geological Survey, Open-
file report No. 81-296, 173 p.].

The landfill opened in 1861. The northem or northeastern part of the landfill was inactive (filled)
by 1975. Filling of the southern part began in 1975. J.W. Byer would have had access to Scholl
Canyon (upper Glenoaks Canyen) in 1968 in order to map the geology in the canyon. The
canyon would have been cleared and prepared, or was in part being prepared, for accepting
trash just before the geologic mapping of Byer (1968). None of the contributors to the
Geologic map of the Pasadena quadrangle (Page 19), including Tom Dibblee, is
known to mapped in the southern part of the Pasadena quadrangle, or in Scholl
Canyon/upper Glenoaks Canvon during the 1960s.
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| will leave it to the reader as to why a contributor to the Stantec 2017 report would seemingly
denigrate or minimize the geologic mapping of J.W. Byer done in 1968. [Note: J.W. Byer
(1975) was the editor of Sycamore Canyon fault, Verdugo fauit..., Guidebook for the Southern
California Section of the Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Field Trip, September
27,1975, 68 p.]

Stantec 2017 concludes that ground shaking during seismic activity of 6.7M along the
Verdugo fault would be less than significant.

My comments: The California Geological Survey (CGS), in contrast to seismic activity being
“less than significant”, concludes that the Verdugo fault is one of the five most damaging
scenario earthquake faults in Southern California. The estimated monetary loss for destroyed
and damaged buildings during seismic activity associated with the Verdugo fault is estimated
to be $23,751,000.

An earthquake with a magnitude of M6.7, as assigned by the CGS and the U.S. Geological
Survey (a magnitude of 6.9 is assigned in Stantec 2017) to the Verdugo fault is considered a
“moderate earthquake” (Richter, C.F., 1935, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America,
v. 25, no. 1-2, p. 1-32. Damage associated with a 6.7 magnitude earthquake would damage
“‘a moderate number of well-built structures in populated areas” (and engineered structures at
the landfill). “Earthquake-resistant structures would survive with slight to moderate damage”.
“Poorly designed structures would receive moderate to severe damage”. “A M6.7 earthquake
is felt in wide areas, ie, up to hundreds of mileskilometers from the epicenter”. “There is
strong to violent shaking in the epicentral area”. A magnitude 6.7 earthquake could rupture the
barrier in the Scholi Canyon landfill, damage engineered structures, electric power facilities,
and equipment, based on damage caused by the M6.7 1994 Northridge earthquake.

With the health and safety of Glendale’s men, women, and children at stake, this is the
time for great caution when considering further developing the Schoil Canvon landfill.
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From: Suzanne Smith
To: Joe, Dennis 46

Cc: Councilmember José Huizar - Northeast LA; board@ernc.la
Subject: Scholl Canyon Dump
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 7:48:17 PM
Dear Mr. Joe,
®
| am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of thisissue until the City of Glendale 46-1
reaches out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump. ®

Thiswill affect us far more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has
been no EIR done to determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is 46-2
outrageous that you attempted to sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock
Association, and the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant
concerns about your plans for expansion of the dump several years ago. ®

| am therefore asking that you
I 46-3
1) HALT consideration of the biogas issue until further notice;

2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q& A for Eagle Rock residents and others; I 46-4
and

3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areasthat currently adjoin the dump. I 46-5
| look forward to hearing your response.

Suzanne Smith

Eagle Rock resident and Faith Based Groups

Director for the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council

Sent from BlueMail


mailto:sjbirder@roadrunner.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:josehuizar@josehuizar.com
mailto:board@ernc.la
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bluemail.me%2Fr%3Fb%3D10777&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C1c947a5d35d642b3ed3e08d517650215%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636440644967341569&sdata=Jv9H0pSqG3%2B4rNAC3%2FJTTMvaPfbwIdDjauC3BJNw9qI%3D&reserved=0
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From: Celine

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Power plant shutdown
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 7:59:22 AM

47

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will
be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion.
The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and islocated in an areathat is
deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire whichcould
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Parkwhere
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental

impacts of al three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,
William Maone

47-1

47-2

47-3

47-4

47-5

47-6

47-7


mailto:office@embrace-ortho.com
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Audrey Mandelbaum 48

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: David Moore

Subject: Eagle Rock resident concern about Scholl biogas project

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:46:07 PM

Dear Mr. Joe, | am an Eagle Rock resident. | have strong concern about the process for 48-1
considering community feedback on the biogas project. | am raising afamily in this 48-2

community and need more information about the noise and traffic impact and the safety of the 48-3
project and the pipeline. | look forward to getting info about a hearing in Eagle Rock with you
to discuss the impact o the project on this community. 48-4

Thank you for your time.

Audrey Mandelbaum
323.376.5690

Audrey Mandelbaum, MFA

Administrative Director

Undergraduate Studies

Antioch University Los Angeles

400 Corporate Pointe

Culver City, CA 90230

310.578.1080 ext. 210

www.antiochla.edu

Undergraduate Studies Program Resources Page (AKA our Google site)
Faculty Resources Page


mailto:amandelbaum@antioch.edu
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:dpworks@sbcglobal.net
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.antiochla.edu%2Facademics%2Fbachelors-degree%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=sJDMkQWd7xisH7e6m4zSqmkLFrGHr3ovgWX7Y5I5MHM%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsites.google.com%2Fa%2Fantioch.edu%2Fba-program-resources%2F&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=eDbUGaAhnKMVZ3KoPvvOhGefHJ9I8c0JleY1ThLyV0o%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsites.google.com%2Fa%2Fantioch.edu%2Fba-faculty-resources%2Fhome&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C36ff3c54bb4a4003542e08d517f33267%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441255660797104&sdata=boIyQ%2FaUqzZFyeXFqeGe8UEKLjml2dvzBEZVaxYjJu8%3D&reserved=0
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49

Krause, Erik

h s ]
From: Burt Culver <ballast@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 11:52 PM

To: Krause, Erik; Joe, Dennis

Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Agajanian, Vrej; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara
Subject: Public Comments for Grayson EIR and Biogas project

Public comments on Biogas Renewable Project and Grayson Expansion/Repowering

[ am concerned about the Biogas Renewable Project and the Grayson Expansion project. The biogas is currently
being burned at Grayson. GWP wants to rebuild and expand Grayson and stop buring the bio gas at that site.
This will leave the biogas stranded and require that something happen to it, yet none of those consequences are
considered in the Grayson Expansion Draft EIR. The biogas has to be accounted for in the Grayson EIR
because burning it elsewhere is a consequence of the project. I think that these projects are therefore closely

related and should be considered as one project. °®
o

Additionally, Grayson wants to add 43MW of new power at Grayson. Then they want to add 12MW of new
power at Scholl Canyon yet if they looked at both of them together then they would have to get state review as
projects over SOMW require state review. Separating these project seems like a way to get around the SOMW

state oversight threshold. ®

Similarly, for the Grayson Repowering/expansion they did not look at locating the biogas generators at Grayson
along side the new generators there because it would throw the project over the 50MW threshold and require

state approval. They do discuss avoiding paying the air resource boards emission fees because they could ®

relocate the burning of the biogas to the landfill and take advantage of the permitting loophole for new

generation at landfills. °
®

Since they are taking away the biogas from Grayson to burn it elsewhere, when calculating the new generation
power at Grayson, they should subtract the megawatt contribution of the biogas before arriving at the amount of

new generating capacity. ®

Both of these projects are in the same air basin and are being done by the same entity at the same time so
cumulative effects of these new and expanded power stations should be examined.,

In the Grayson Repowering EIR they include the emissions of the generators that are burning the biogas. These
generators create more pollution when they are burning biogas. In the Grayson EIR they calculate the new
emission differential by subtracting the emissions profile of the generators burning biogas from the emissions
profile of the new generators. But if they are planning on relocating the biogas burning to Scholl canyon then
they should find the real emission differential for Grayson by comparing it to when the old generators are not
burning biogas. This would be a more accurate look at the real increase in pollution of the new plant.

Regards,

Burt Culver
Glendale

49-1

49-2

[ ]
49-3

49-4

49-5

®
49-6
o

49-7
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From: dianna jaynes 50
To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Need Environmental Impact Report
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 1:13:52 PM
Hello,

My name is Dianna Jaynes and | am an Eagle Rock resident and homeowner.

| am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale reaches 150-1
out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump. This will affect us far

more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has been no EIR done to
determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is outrageous that you attempted to 50-2
sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock Association, and the Eagle Rock
Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant concerns about your plans for expansion of
the dump several years ago. | am therefore asking that you 1) HALT consideration of the biogas ¢ 50-3
issue until further notice; 2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock 50-4
residents and others; and 3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump. | ¢ 50-5
look forward to hearing your response.

Sincerely,
Dianna Jaynes


mailto:djaynes@sbcglobal.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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From: Erik Blank

To: Joe, Dennis 51
Subject: Scholl Canyon Biogas Project

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:25:39 AM

Greetings Mr. Joe,

I’m writing to you to request a public presentation of the Scholl Canyon Biogas project to the residents of Eagle 51-1
Rock. Asyou know this landfill and proposed project overlooks a good portion of Eagle Rock and we deserve to

learn more about this project which isliteraly in our back yard. I'd aso like to point out that in your mitigated EIR

that you don’t mention Dahlia Heights Elementary which as the crow flies is probably closer than the school on 51-2
Figueroa, maybe even less than a mile away. Please provide us a chance to hear about your project and voice our

concernsin apublic setting. 51-3
Thank you,

Erik Blank

5212 L oleta Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90041


mailto:sqreg@sonic.net
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
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Dear Mr. Krause,

| am a parent of a student at Benjamin Franklin Magnet Elementary in Glendale,
and aresident of Eagle Rock.

| write to ask the Mayor and City Council to put the Grayson and Scholl Canyon
projects on hold while an independent study is commissioned to assess clean
energy alternatives and the environmental impact of the proposals.

Expanding Grayson will increase the pollution in the already-polluted air my
daughter breathes at her school (which is near the 134 and 5 freeways). Even
before the proposed plant is operational, the contaminants on the site may be
released into the air during construction and travel to nearby school and
neighborhoods, including Ben Franklin. | along with other Ben Franklin parents
are already concerned about the health impacts the current level of air pollution
has on our children - we need to improve the air our children breathe every day,
not make it worse.

The School Canyon proposal may have the same detrimental impact on the air my
daughter and family breathe at home in our neighborhood of Eagle Rock.

Please do the responsible thing for the City of Glendale, its students, and
neighbors - commission a study to understand the impact of the proposals and
explore cleaner, healthier alternatives.

Thank you,

Jennifer Hoffman
cell: 323-573-3667

52

52-1

52-2

52-3

52-4
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From: Joel Aldape

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Public comment: proposed biogas generation project at Scholl Canyon
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:55:16 AM

53

Dear Mr. Dennis Joe,

| am a resident of Eagle Rock and I'm very concerned about the city of Glendale's proposed
biogas generation project at Scholl Canyon. Eagle Rock residents currently bear all the
negative effects of Scholl Canyon because it's located above Eagle Rock. Any expansions at
Scholl Canyon, including new activities such as biogas generation, affect residents in Eagle
Rock. As a city official and steward of public funds, | believe you have an obligation to ensure
Eagle Rock residents have the necessary time and channels to provide comments on

emissions and pollution emanating from the proposed biogas project. | understand that Eagle @

Rock residents have not been given a public meeting for this purpose.

Please consider my comments in ensuring that the city of Glendale provides Eagle Rock
residents appropriate time and channels to provide input on this proposed project.

Sincerely,

Joel Aldape

2523 Langdale Ave
Eagle Rock, CA 90041

53-1

53-2

53-3

53-4


mailto:joealdape@hotmail.com
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From: Joel Arquillos

54

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: Zenay Loera; Nate Hayward; Paul.Habib@lacity.org
Subject: Biogas project

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:29:30 AM

Dennis,

I'm writing to ask that you give the residents of Eagle Rock a specia presentation on your
proposal. We need more information and time to digest. All I've read so far makes the plan
seem like a good thing, but there's no way any processing of garbage has no harmful side
effectsto the air and the people of this community.

Could you please speak to the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council about this? Set up a
meeting?

Thanks,
Joel

Joel Arquillos
Executive Director

5HalfMarathon_E-Signature-01.png

Twitter - Facebook - Instagram

826LA in Echo Park: 213-413-3388
826LA in Mar Vista: 310-915-0200

826LA is a non-profit organization dedicated

to supporting students ages 6 to 18 with their
creative and expository writing skills, and to
helping teachers inspire their students to write.

54-1

54-2


mailto:joel@826la.org
mailto:/o=City of Glendale - CA/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=DJoe
mailto:Zenay.Loera@lacity.org
mailto:Nate.Hayward@lacity.org
mailto:Paul.Habib@lacity.org
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.crowdrise.com%2F826LAHalfHalfHalfHalfHalfMarathon&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C1d9369676ce44c6ffe6308d517d7bbe6%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441137697370975&sdata=zpRYHRY8Mz5JJ1advU%2FxgtgZk3Z%2FdW%2F4P3xYEx%2B94lI%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2F826LA&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C1d9369676ce44c6ffe6308d517d7bbe6%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441137697370975&sdata=aXnrHcdzDRSMwSWimzF%2B8OdSHfW%2FG68EOp%2BCPZv4Zc0%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2F826LA&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C1d9369676ce44c6ffe6308d517d7bbe6%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441137697370975&sdata=yHdE%2F%2FVotQmJXOw25D34cukqg9wxynbnjE7wxJGrWW4%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Finstagram.com%2F826la&data=02%7C01%7Cdjoe%40glendaleca.gov%7C1d9369676ce44c6ffe6308d517d7bbe6%7Ce5115311f6c3421bbc03a5d8c79bf546%7C0%7C0%7C636441137697370975&sdata=AHsrcByjIdPlCmtJ3sx40yqpWLe9VawzLw6h3OIYAgo%3D&reserved=0
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From: john crooke

To: Joe, Dennis 55
Subject: Need Environmental Impact Report

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:02:24 PM

Hello,

My name is John Crooke and | am an Eagle Rock resident and homeowner.

®
| am writing to ask you to put a halt to consideration of this issue until the City of Glendale reaches 55-1
out to the residents of Eagle Rock, who are directly affected by the dump. This will affect us far [
more than most people in Glendale. However, it appears that there has been no EIR done to
determine how the biogas project will affect our community. It is outrageous that you attempted to 55-2
sneak this by our local council office, The Eagle Rock Association, and the Eagle Rock
Neighborhood Council, all of whom raised significant concerns about your plans for expansion of
the dump several years ago. | am therefore asking that you 1) HALT consideration of the biogas @ 55-3
issue until further notice; 2) Work with the above mentioned groups to hold a Q&A for Eagle Rock 55-4
residents and others; and 3) Commit to an EIR for the LA areas that currently adjoin the dump. | ® 555
look forward to hearing your response.

Sincerely,
John Crooke

John Crooke

323.229.0287 | johncrooke@gmail.com
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From: John Dunlop 56

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Public Comment on Scholl Canyon Biogas Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:17:12 PM

Hello Mr. Joe

| am aresident of Eagle Rock, Glendale's
neighboring community in the City of Los
Angeles. Asan Eagle Rock resident, | have
guestions about the Scholl Canyon biogas

generation project. What are the adver seimpacts ¥

will it have on air quality in Eagle Rock? What

about traffic and noise pollution? What about the ¢

safety of Eagle Rock residentswith a Biogas Plant

and aging pipes? ¢

| find it unacceptablethat Glendale's Mitigated
Negative Declaration did not include any outreach
to Eagle Rock. And the public comment period
was far too short, despite the extension to today,
October 20, 2017.

L os Angeles City Councilman Jose Huizar’s office,
TERA and the ERNC haverequested a hearing
herein our community to focus on the issues that
concern Eagle Rock. To date, Glendale has
declined to further extend today’ s comment
deadline or to hold alocal hearing.

56-1

56-2

56-3

56-4

56-5

56-6
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Therefore, | join the aforementioned
representatives of Eagle Rock in requesting that
Glendale hold alocal hearing to fully consider 56-7
your neighboring community’s concerns, or, at the
very least, extend today’s comment deadline.

Regards,
John Dunlop
Eagle Rock Resident
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From: Justin King
To: Joe, Dennis 57
Subject: Comments to Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:05:16 PM
o

| believe that the Mitigated Negative Decoration (MND) for the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project underestimates the projects potential negative impacts to the environment and
surrounding community. As a member of the Scholl Canyon community | request that a full
Environmental Impact Study (EIR) for this project be conducted. Additionally, | request that I
the EIR take into account the two other projects that are being proposed at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill (Landfill Expansion and development of an anaerobic digestion project). | believe that @

the City of Glendale needs to be more transparent to their community members and tax
payers regarding planned activities at the landfill. Additional questions regarding the MND are @
listed below:
1. Would the 3,500 foot natural gas line be double walled? How will it be secured above
ground? What type of alarms would be installed to notify of a leak?
2. Is areal time telemetry alarm system being utilized for the project?
3. How will the agueous ammonia be stored? What type of secondary containment will be
used to prevent spill of agueous ammonia to the environment?

it be stored on-site?

4. What chemical is the carbon monoxide catalyst? Is it a hazardous chemical? Where will I
5. What volume of impurities from condensate is estimated to be stored on-site at one I
®

time? Where will the impurities be stored? Is there secondary containment associated
with the storage tank>
6. Where will hazardous waste be stored on-site?
7. 1s AQMD reviewing the air modeling?
8. There is a Glendale Municipal water well located within Glenoaks Canyon downgradient
of the existing landfill. Have potential impacts to the existing groundwater well (MWD
G02) been assessed? ®
9. The air modeling uses only two stations located within the basin four and six miles from ¢
the landfill. | don't believe that the two stations being used are representative of the
conditions at the landfill. More air monitoring at the landfill is needed in order to
determine potential affects of the project. ®
| look forward to your responses.
Thank you,
Justin King

Resident of Glenoaks Canyon

57-1

57-2

57-3

57-4
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From: Kenny Sylvain

58

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:18:58 AM

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djo lendal eca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO,
VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve
Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared
which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is
surrounded by residential communities and islocated in an areathat is deemed afire hazard by the
Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,000-gallon tank of water
does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry

58-1

58-2

¢
58-3

58-4
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grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents

if there isamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester

facility, and the landfill expansion.

| am a homeowner in the Glenoaks Canyon community with ayoung family, and | am deeply
concerned about the future prospects of these projects that pose a health and safety risk to our local
community.

Best regards,

Kenny Sylvain

58-4

58-5

58-6

58-7

58-8
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From: Kevin Tseng
To: Joe. Dennis 59

Subject: Bio-Gas Generator / Scholls Canyon
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 7:57:30 PM

Hi there. It's my understanding that there has been no official or well-publicized meeting set up to get public

feedback about this generator project...? If that isthe case, | think that isincredibly irresponsible and should be 59-1
rectified. Please include the public in such large decisions. Schedule an open meeting/forum now for this project!

Kevin in 90041
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60

From: Lisa Karahalios

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Scholl Canyon Pollution

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:58:03 PM
Dear Mr. Joe:

This letter is to inform you that | will be joining the fight to stop the Biogas Project at the Scholl Canyon

Dump.

Glendale already has a way of using that gas. When you build your new power plant in Glendale,
continue to burn the Scholl Canyon gas that goes through the existing pipeline.

Eagle Rock residents are getting tired of bearing the brunt of traffic and pollution created by the dump.

Lisa Karahalios
1161 Kipling Ave.
Eagle Rock, CA
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From: Marites
61

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: SCHOLL CANYON BIOGAS GENERATION PROJECT
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:04:32 PM

Our family, friends and neighbors are 100% against the landfill construction and operation of a 12-

megawatt power generation facility
at 7721 N. Figueroa St. at the Scholl Canyon Landfill, which too close to our homes - the Eagle 61-1

Rock neighborhood in the city of Los Angeles.

Thank you,
Marites Ruano, Krys Howard, Yric Howard, Andrew Howard and Nikole Howard.
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From: Marti Doughty

62

To: Joe, Dennis
Subject: Concerns to proposed biogas plant
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 7:01:27 PM

AsaEAGLEROCK citizen that lives adjacent to landfill . My house/property is right below SCHOLL Canyon pass
the 134 freeway. | have large concerns regarding the new Glendale proposal for biogas plant. | disagree and have
concernsin having this built near my home. Concerns with freeway pollution and now this new biogas plant .
Increase in health problems? Will be contacting our district representative

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kurdoghlian, Kevork
To: Joe, Dennis; Lorenz, Tom
Cc: Haroutunian, Atineh

Subject: FW: Glendale Biogas project - questions from Boulevard Sentinel
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:45:12 PM 63

Attachments: Questions to Glendale on Scholl Canyon.docx
imaae001.png
imaqge002.png
imaae003.png
imaqe004.png

Dear Dennis and Tom,

Please see attached questions from Mary Lynch, a reporter with the Boulevard Sentinel. Her
questions are regarding Scholl Canyon Landfill. Thank you!

Best,

Kevork Kurdoghlian | City of Glendale | Management Services
613 East Broadway, Suite 200 | Glendale, CA 91206 | (818) 548-4844 | kkurdoghlian@glendaleca.gov

H E A

=l || B= =

From: mary lynch [mailto:lynchmm123@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Haroutunian, Atineh; Kurdoghlian, Kevork

Subject: Glendale Biogas project - questions from Boulevard Sentinel

Good afternoon! Thanks to both of you for speaking to me this afternoon.

Mr. Kurdoghlian, just after | spoke with you suggesting that it might be best if | send
guestions to you to transmit to Mr. Joe, Ms Haroutunian, from his office, called me to suggest
the same thing.

So, herethey are. If Mr. Joe prefersto just send me responses, that is great, or he can give me
acall. | am on adeadline - we go to print next Wednesday and | need to get the story into the
editor, so if there is any way you can provide me with responses by tomorrow, that would be

very helpful.

Many thanks
Mary Lynch
916 606 0783
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Questions about the project and the MND review process:



1. When does Glendale expect the construction of the biogas facility to begin?

2. When is the Scholl Canyon landfill expected to cease operations (ie., be full)?  

3. What is the current average daily tonnage per day (TPD) put into the Scholl Canyon landfill?

4. Does the biogas plant in any way serve to extend the life of the Scholl Canyon landfill?

5. Does the pipeline that currently takes gas from Scholl Canyon to Grayson go through any part of Eagle Rock or any town outside of Glendale?

6. Section 1.1 of the MND says no new transmission is needed to move the power that will be generated by the Biogas facility to the power grid. But currently, the gas from landfill is transported via pipeline to the Grayson facility, so there is no current power production at Scholl Canyon, is there?  If that is correct, won’t some new transmission be needed on the site?

7. Table 1.5-1 of the MND says that Glendale is the lead agency for processing and adopting the IS/MND. Is it customary for the same agency to have both roles of preparing and adopting the report?

8. Section 2.1 of the MND says that an expansion of the landfill has been proposed but not yet approved.  What is the status of the approval process?

9. Section 2.1 of the MND says that biogas production will continue beyond the time when Scholl Canyon closes to landfill operations.  For how long will the biogas production continue once Scholl Canyon is closed to landfill operations?

10. Section 2.4 of the MND Overview says that life of the project is 20 years – is that without any expansion of the landfill; or does it assume some expansion of it?

11. David Greene chair of the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council sent a letter dated 10/11/17 asking for an extension on the comment period, noting that Glendale had provided no notifications to Eagle Rock residents about the project.  Were any notifications provided to Eagle Rock residents?

12. [bookmark: _GoBack]If so, when?

13. If not, why not?

14. Were notifications provided to the residents of La Canada and Pasadena, both listed as abutters on page 3.1.2 of the MND?  

15. If so, what notifications did they receive?

16. I understand that just today, a letter has been issued that extends the comment period to November 9. Is the meeting in Eagle Rock requested in Mr. Greene’s letter going to be scheduled before those comments are due? 
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10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

Questions about the project and the MND review process:

When does Glendale expect the construction of the biogas facility to begin?

When is the Scholl Canyon landfill expected to cease operations (ie., be full)?

What is the current average daily tonnage per day (TPD) put into the Scholl Canyon
landfill?

Does the biogas plant in any way serve to extend the life of the Scholl Canyon landfill? :
Does the pipeline that currently takes gas from Scholl Canyon to Grayson go through

any part of Eagle Rock or any town outside of Glendale? I
Section 1.1 of the MND says no new transmission is needed to move the power that will
be generated by the Biogas facility to the power grid. But currently, the gas from landfill
is transported via pipeline to the Grayson facility, so there is no current power
production at Scholl Canyon, is there? If that is correct, won’t some new transmission
be needed on the site?

Table 1.5-1 of the MND says that Glendale is the lead agency for processing and
adopting the IS/MND. Is it customary for the same agency to have both roles of
preparing and adopting the report?

Section 2.1 of the MND says that an expansion of the landfill has been proposed but not
yet approved. What is the status of the approval process?

Section 2.1 of the MIND says that biogas production will continue beyond the time when
Scholl Canyon closes to landfill operations. For how long will the biogas production
continue once Scholl Canyon is closed to landfill operations?

Section 2.4 of the MND Overview says that life of the project is 20 years — is that
without any expansion of the landfill; or does it assume some expansion of it?

David Greene chair of the Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council sent a letter dated
10/11/17 asking for an extension on the comment period, noting that Glendale had
provided no notifications to Eagle Rock residents about the project. Were any
notifications provided to Eagle Rock residents?

If so, when?

If not, why not? ®
Were notifications provided to the residents of La Canada and Pasadena, both listed as @
abutters on page 3.1.2 of the MND?

If so, what notifications did they receive?

| understand that just today, a letter has been issued that extends the comment period
to November 9. Is the meeting in Eagle Rock requested in Mr. Greene’s letter going to
be scheduled before those comments are due? ®
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From: Michael Frey
To: Joe, Dennis 64

Subject: Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:47:29 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

| am aresident and homeowner in Eagle Rock, and I'm writing to express my concern regarding the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. My understanding is this project will actually be developed in the 90041 (Eagle
Rock) zip code, but the city of Glendale has not made any effort to inform residentsin Eagle Rock in a public forum
where our concerns can be addressed. | just learned about this project afew days ago from my neighborhood
council, and the public comment period ends today. ®
| am especially concerned about how this project will affect air quality, pollution, traffic, and noise, as well asthe *
potential unforeseen issues that may arise from this project. | understand that thereisa MND available, and | have
looked at it. Expecting residents to pour through a 35 page document is not adequate and seems like an intentional @
decision on the part of the city of Glendale to keep us from having our concerns addressed. We are your neighbors

and will be impacted by this project. We deserve a public hearing.

Why has Glendal e refused to extend this comment period or hold alocal hearing? I
Sincerely,
C. Michael Frey

1318 Las Flores Dr.
Eagle Rock, CA 90041

64-1

64-2
64-3
64-4
64-5

64-6

64-7
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From: Miss Mindy 65
To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: concerned Eagle Rock Citizens...
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 3:48:21 PM
Hello,

I'm writing regarding the proposed Biogas development near our Eagle Rock Home.

For years and years we have dealt with having a dump in our backyard that we can't use, while Glendale 65-1
Trash trucks drive past our parks, pollute our air with fumes and noise.

Please consider you neighbors in this project and be respectful.

Concerned citizen,
Mrs. M. O'Brien
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From: Nik Hoffman

To: ekrause@glendale.ca.gov 66
Cc: Gharpetian, Vartan; Devine, Paula; Sinanyan, Zareh; Najarian, Ara; Agajanian, Vrej; Joe, Dennis

Subject: Objection to Grayson Re-Powering and Scholl Canyon Biogas Proposals

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:43:41 PM

Dear Mr. Krause,

| am a parent of a student at Benjamin Franklin Magnet Elementary in Glendale, and aresident of Eagle Rock.
®

| write to ask the Mayor and City Council to put the Grayson and Scholl Canyon projects on hold while an independent study 66-1

is commissioned to assess clean energy aternatives and the environmental impact of the proposals. ®

Expanding Grayson will increase the pollution in the already-polluted air my daughter breathes at her school (which is near
the 134 and 5 freeways). Even before the proposed plant is operational, the contaminants on the site may be released into the 66-2
air during construction and travel to nearby school and neighborhoods, including Ben Franklin. | along with other Ben
Franklin parents are already concerned about the health impacts the current level of air pollution has on our children - we need
to improve the air our children breathe every day, not make it worse.

neighborhood of Eagle Rock.

Please do the responsible thing for the City of Glendale, its students, and neighbors - commission a study to understand the
impact of the proposals and explore cleaner, healthier alternatives.

[ J
The School Canyon proposal may have the same detrimental impact on the air my daughter and family breathe at home in our I 66-3
I 66-4

Thank you,

Nik Hoffman

nikhoffman@gmail.com
323.573.1071
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From: P Harris 67

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: martin.schlageter@lacity.org; P Harris; dhbrotman@gmail.com
Subject: Ignoring Community hearings for Eagle Rock residents

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:34:51 PM

Dear gir:

I”’m writing this letter to understand why the community of Eagle Rock was not given achance | g7-1
to know what Grayson Power Plant plans on your currently pipes connected to Scholl Canyon

landfill using methane ?| personally am scared being a mother and grandmother on air quality @ g7_o
that’ Il be looming in our atmosphere near future ????and to echo my councilor concerns? see

below :

We have many questions about the biogas project. What are the adverse impacts will

it have on air quality in ER? What about traffic and noise pollution? What about the 67-3
safety of Eagle Rock residents with a Biogas Plant and aging pipes? Some of

Glendale’s answers are here: Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The document 67-4
is long but the Public Comment period was short and included NO Outreach to Eagle

Rock. Glendale extended the comment period deadline to October 20th.

Why?7?7?7? Are you trying to hide something??? I 67-5

Because of the action taken by Grayson power plant...insecurity sets in me personally
about environmental awareness on your part... | hope Scholl Canyon would not follow 67-6
suit Aliso canyon dilemmas!!! Health is wealth think of our children’s future to

experience clean fresh air. 67-7

Loving earth is loving Us
Eagle Rock resident /90041

Pia Harris
Eagle Rock /90041

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Priscila Kasha

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 2:58:37 PM

68

Scholl Canyon Letter
Oct. 20, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe

Case Planner

Community Development Department Planning
Division Office

Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djoe@glendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas
Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe;

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the
following impact(s):
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Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD
thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is
planning to “offset” these pollutants by using
Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the
emissions from the current landfill and other
proposed projects (landfill expansion and
anaerobic digester).

3 The methane transport pipes will be
disconnected during construction and methane
will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18
months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane
flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and islocated in an areathat is

S
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deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire
Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not
sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could
spread instantaneously given the trees, dry
grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon,
Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very
narrow one-way-out roads which could prove
fatal to numerous residents if there isamagor
explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology ’

1. There are severa fault lines within close
proximity to the proposed generator. There are
no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at
Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play,
there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are located.

Cumulative |mpacts

1. The City has not taken into account the
cumulative health and environmental impacts of |

™~
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all three pending projects. the power generators,
the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill
expansion.

Best regards,
Priscila Kasha
Deputy City Attorney

2418 Bywood Dr.
Glendale CA 91206
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Joe, Dennis

Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 5:06:00 AM

Dear Mr. Joe:

Thisletter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas
Renewable Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (s):

Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant
emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these
pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with
credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and
other

proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and
methane will be flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and
explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in
an areathat is deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State
of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce
the risks of fire whichcould spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and
brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda
Vista

have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents
If thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator.
There

are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball fields
are

located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of all three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester
facility, and the landfill expansion.
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Best regards,

Rachel Arrugjo



From: Ryan Reilly

To: Joe, Dennis 70
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project

Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:24:39 PM

It's quite unfair for the city of Glendale to extend the burden of your waste facility onto
residents of Eagle Rock. Please reconsider your actions and close the dump like it was 70-1
supposed to be.

Thank you.

Ryan Rellly

1610 Hill Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90041
323-377-3884
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From: Tim Campbell 7 1

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: NO to Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project!
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 2:22:12 PM

Dear Mr. Joe,

®
| am aresident and homeowner in Eagle Rock, and I’ m writing to express my deep concern
and alarms regarding the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. My understanding is this
project will actually be developed in the 90041 (Eagle Rock) zip code, but the city of Glendale
has not made any effort to inform residents in Eagle Rock in a public forum where our
concerns can be addressed. | just learned about this project afew days ago from my
neighborhood council, and the public comment period ends today.

In 2017, when renewable power sources are getting cheaper by the second, why is Glendale
trying to turn back the clock? And at the expense of Eagle Rock?

For shame!

®
| am especially concerned about how this project will affect air quality, pollution, traffic, and
noise, as well as the potential unforeseen issues that may arise from this project. | understand
that thereisaMND available, and | have looked at it. Expecting residents to pour through a 35@
page document is not adequate and seems like an intentional decision on the part of the city of
Glendale to keep us from having our concerns addressed. We are your neighbors and will be
impacted by this project. We deserve a public hearing.

*—0e

Why has Glendal e refused to extend this comment period or hold alocal hearing?
Sincerely,

Timothy Campbell
1318 L as Flores Dr.

Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: ANTONIO B.

To: Joe, Dennis 72
Subject: Biogas Renewable Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 12:39:47 PM

Hello Joe,
®

| would like to show my Support for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Further 72-1
| would like to suggest that the carbon creditsfunds be used for education. ®

Asthe California Education Manager, NWF. | would to like volunteer to develop
educational programming that would educate the community about biogas energy and 72-2
other sustainability measures. | think it would be great to engage the surrounding school
in the process of constructing the plant and the power it will be generating. ®

Again | would like to support the proposal, known as the Biogas Renewable Generation
Project, consists of Glendale building and operating a 12-megawatt power gener ation
facility. The power plant would be powered by the biogas, mainly methane, that they
would collect from the biodegradation of the landfill's contents.

72-3

Thank you,

Tony Bautista
626-241-7771
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From: Erank DeFoe

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: info@ernc.la; Deneane Stevenson
Subject: Another Porter Ranch coming??
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 4:55:57 PM

73

Glendale Planning Department:
Please pass this on to the Glendale Council person responsible for Eagle Rock.

Glendale' s top tier folks have not shown a Good-Neighbor Policy to Eagle Rock’s
stakeholders. Instead, it isthe ruling Big Brother telling us what they are going to do!

We live less than ¥2 mile from this proposed plant. The danger of a disaster from natural
causes and/or man-made degradation of the infrastructure is in the future. There are not
enough protections known to man to protect our Eagle Rock 100%.

There must be a better way than living with a“‘cloud’ over our heads waiting for another
Porter Ranch to happen!

Thank you for listening,
Trish and Frank DeFoe

5327 Mount Helena Avenue
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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74

Krause, Erik

[S= s = ——s T e e e TS, e e, e o S et
From: Zurn, Stephen

Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 10:17 AM

To: Joe, Dennis

Cc: Krause, Erik

Subject: Fwd: Another Porter Ranch coming??

FYl. MND comment.

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Frank DeFoe" <frankdefoe @shcglobal.net>

Date: October 20, 2017 at 5:35:06 PM PDT

To: <vgharpetian@glendaleca.gov>, <pdevine@glendaleca.gov>, <anajarian@glendaleca.gov>,
<zsinanyan@glendaleca.gov>, <vagajanian@glendaleca.gov>, <szurn@Glendaleca.gov>

Cc: "Deneane Stevenson' <twsenough@aol.com>, <info@ernc.la>

Subject: Another Porter Ranch coming??

Glendale City Council:

®
It is not apparent that you top tier folks have not shown a Good-Neighbor Policy to Eagle Rock’s
stakeholders. Instead, you appear to be the ruling Big Brother telling us what you are going to
do! °
' . g : s ®
We live less than %2 mile from this proposed plant. The danger of a disaster from natural causes
and/or man-made degradation of the infrastructure is in the future. There are not enough
protections known to man to protect our Eagle Rock 100%. ®
®
There must be a better way than living with a “cloud” over our heads waiting for another Porter
Ranch to happen! °

Thank you for listening,

Trish and Frank DeFoe
5327 Mount Helena Avenue
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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75

From: Veronica Diaz

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Eagle Rock bears virtually all the negative effects of the dump - Glendale"s Biogas Generation Project
Date: Friday, October 20, 2017 9:57:51 AM

Mr. Joe -

Eagle Rock bears virtually all the negative effects of the dump since it's located above ER off of Figueroa. Eagle

Rock residents have not been given a public meeting from Glendale to discuss emissions and pollution emanating

from the Biogas plant which borders Eagle Rock.The People of Eagle Rock deserve a public meeting about the

possible negative effects of a Biogas facility in close proximity to residential area.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Veronica Diaz

75-1
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From: Walter Kasha
To: Joe, Dennis 76

Subject: Submission of Public Comment for Scholl Canyon Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND
Date: Monday, October 23, 2017 3:49:51 PM

Scholl Canyon Letter
Oct. 20, 2017

Mr. Dennis Joe

Case Planner

Community Development Department Planning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

djo |endaleca.qov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable
Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe;

This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. | am concerned
about the following impact(s):

Air Quality ¢

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for
criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The
City isplanning to “offset” these pollutants by using Priority
Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so
it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the
current landfill and other proposed projects (landfill expansion
and anaerobic digester).
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3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during
construction and methane will be flared which they estimate will
be 15-18 months.

Hazards

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk
of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by residential
communities and islocated in an areathat is deemed a fire hazard
by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The
proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce
the risks of fire which could spread instantaneoudly given the
trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase
Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-out roads
which could prove fatal to numerous residentsif thereisamajor
explosion and following rapid spreading fire.

Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the
proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations from
liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play,
there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball
fields are located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and
environmental impacts of all three pending projects. the power
generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill
expansion.

Best regards,
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Walt Kasha
Bachelor of Arts, Microbiology
Masters, Organic Chemistry

2418 Bywood Dir.
Glendale CA 91206



From: Brian Medina
To: Joe, Dennis
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 1:19:14 PM

77

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND Dear Mr. Joe: This letter isto
comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. | am concerned
about the following impact (s):

Air Quality:

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions (NO2,CO, VOC, and
PM2.5). The City is planning to “ offset” these pollutants by using Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these
pollutants with credits so it wipes out the emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other proposed projects. (landfill
expansion and anaerobic digester)

3. The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be flared which they
estimate will be 15-18 months.

Hazards:

1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The landfill is surrounded by
residential communities and is located in an areathat is deemed afire hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and
the State of California. The proposed 60,00 gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which
could spread instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.

2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista have very narrow one-way-
out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents if there is a major explosion and following rapid spreading
fire.

Geology:

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There are no proposed mitigations
from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where children play, there are several homes within meters, and
children’s baseball fields are located. Cumulative

Impacts:

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental impacts of all three pending
projects: the power generators, the anaerobic digester facility, and the landfill expansion.

Best regards,

Brian F. Medina

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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From: daniel kruse

To: Joe, Dennis

Subject: Scholl Canyon 78
Date: Saturday, October 21, 2017 1:01:42 PM

Attachments: Scholl Canyon.docx

Mr. Dennis Joe, Case Planner

Community Development Department

Panning Division Office
Glendale Water and Power

Re: Submission o

141 N. Glendale Avenue

Glendale, CA 91206

dioe@qglendaleca.gov

Re: Submission of Public Comment for Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND

Dear Mr. Joe:
This letter isto comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Renewable
Generation Project. | am concerned about the following impact (9):
Air Quality

1. The power generator will exceed the AQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions
(NO2,CO, VOC, and PM2.5). The City is planning to “offset” these pollutants by using

Priority Reserve Credits. They are trading these pollutants with credits so it wipes out the
emissions on paper only.

2. The study (MND) does not factor in the emissions from the current landfill and other I
proposed projects. (landfill expansion and anaerobic digester)

3 The methane transport pipes will be disconnected during construction and methane will be
flared which they estimate will be 15-18 months. I
Hazards ®
1. Power plants, power lines, and methane flaring bring the risk of fire and explosion. The
landfill is surrounded by residential communities and is located in an areathat is deemed afire 78-4
hazard by the Glendale Fire Department and the State of California. The proposed 60,00 )
gallon tank of water does not sufficiently reduce the risks of fire which could spread
instantaneously given the trees, dry grasses, and brush blanketing the hills.
2. Nearby neighborhoods of Glenoaks Canyon, Chevy Chase Canyon and Linda Vista
have very narrow one-way-out roads which could prove fatal to numerous residents 78-5
if thereisamajor explosion and following rapid spreading fire.
Geology

1. There are several fault lines within close proximity to the proposed generator. There
are no proposed mitigations from liquefaction at Lower Scholl Canyon Park where 78-6
children play, there are several homes within meters, and children’ s baseball fields are
located.

Cumulative Impacts

1. The City has not taken into account the cumulative health and environmental
impacts of al three pending projects. the power generators, the anaerobic digester 78-7
facility, and